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ABSTRACT 


“Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  prohibited  gays  from  serving  openly  in  the  military 
from  December  1993  to  September  2011.  In  February  1994,  a  survey  of  Navy 
officers  was  administered  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  exploring  attitudes 
toward  DADT.  This  survey  was  re-administered  in  1996,  1999,  2004,  and  2010. 
The  surveys  revealed  an  increasing  acceptance  of  gays  in  the  Navy.  The  present 
study,  conducted  post-repeal,  utilized  the  same  NPS  survey  along  with  focus- 
group  interviews  to  examine  the  following:  policy,  cohesion,  leadership, 
tolerance,  unit  effectiveness,  and  military  environment.  The  results  show  that  the 
trend  toward  increasing  acceptance  has  continued,  as  a  majority  of  Navy  officers 
strongly  support  the  service  of  homosexuals.  At  the  same  time,  a  number  of 
officers  claim  to  feel  uncomfortable  sharing  living  quarters  with  a  homosexual. 
Differences  in  attitudes  were  found  by  rank  and  years  of  service.  It  is 
recommended  that  the  study  be  continued  and  expanded  to  include  a  more 
representative  population  of  Navy  officers  and  enlisted  personnel.  Further,  the 
post-repeal  effects  on  readiness  should  be  monitored,  particularly  for  fairness 
and  potential  harassment.  The  thesis  includes  appendices  with  survey  trend  data 
from  1994  to  2012  and  response  frequencies  from  a  concurrent  survey  of  Marine 
Corps  officers. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


A.  BACKGROUND 

This  study  of  Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t 
Tell”  (DADT)  expands  on  a  previous  Naval  Postgraduate  School  (NPS)  survey 
that  was  first  administered  in  1994  by  Fred  Cleveland  and  Mark  Ohl,  and  was 
periodically  re-administered  at  NPS  by  Margaret  Friery  (1996),  John  Bicknell 
(1999),  Alfonso  Garcia  (2004),  and  Leo  Ferguson  (2010). 

1 .  Repeal  of  DADT 

On  September  20,  2011,  the  Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell  Repeal  Act  of  2010 
allowed  lesbian,  gay,  and  bisexual  (LGB)  personnel  to  serve  openly  in  the  U.S. 
military.  Reversing  the  law  commonly  referred  to  as  “DADT,”  after  nearly  17 
years  on  the  books,  it  also  allowed  those  who  had  previously  been  discharged 
(due  to  revealing  their  homosexuality)  to  be  considered  for  re-entry.  Although 
public  opinion  regarding  gays  serving  openly  had  changed  drastically  since  1994, 
many  in  the  top  ranks  of  the  military  still  held  very  strong  views  on  the  subject, 
claiming  that  DADT  repeal  “would  undermine  recruiting  and  retention,  impact 
leadership  at  all  levels,  have  adverse  effects  on  the  willingness  of  parents  who 
lend  their  sons  and  daughters  to  military  service,  and  eventually  break  the  All- 
Volunteer  Force”  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012,  p.  1). 

2.  Expectations  at  the  Outset 

At  the  outset,  researchers  expected  that  the  findings  of  this  study  would 
continue  to  follow  the  same  trends  that  were  observed  in  the  five  previous  DADT 
studies  conducted  from  1994-2010  at  NPS  on  officers’  attitudes  toward 
homosexuals  serving  in  the  military.  Although  there  are  undoubtedly  still  those 
who  disagree  with  the  repeal,  and  with  homosexuality  in  general,  the  authors 
predicted  that  acceptance  rates  would  be  at  an  all-time  high  in  surveys 
conducted  for  this  long-term  study. 
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B.  PURPOSE 


The  primary  goal  of  this  research  is  to  answer  the  following  question:  have 
the  attitudes  of  Navy  officers  at  NPS  changed  toward  homosexuals  serving 
openly  in  the  military  over  the  past  19  years?  More  specifically,  have  the  attitudes 
of  these  officers  changed  since  the  repeal  of  DADT? 

The  findings  of  this  study  are  important  for  several  reasons.  Most  notably, 
this  is  the  first  study  conducted  at  NPS  on  the  subject  since  the  repeal  of  DADT. 
It  is  assumed  that  many  survey  and  focus  group  respondents  have  had  contact 
with  openly  homosexual  service  members  prior  to  participating  in  this  study  and 
can  thus  provide  insight  into  the  practical  effects  of  the  policy  change.  Further, 
NPS  Navy  officers,  representing  Navy  leaders  of  both  the  present  and  future,  can 
offer  their  unique  perspective  on  how  they  believe  DADT’s  repeal  has  initially 
affected  unit  cohesion,  readiness,  interpersonal  relations,  morale,  recruiting  and 
personnel  retention,  command  climate,  and  other  factors  considered  important  to 
overall  Navy  effectiveness. 

C.  THESIS  ORGANIZATION 

This  thesis  is  divided  into  five  chapters  and  includes  nine  appendices. 
Chapter  II  provides  a  brief  history  of  DADT  as  well  as  a  literature  review  of 
selected  studies  and  previous  research  that  have  addressed  the  issue.  This 
chapter  also  examines  social  and  psychological  theories  that  may  help  to  explain 
changes  in  attitudes  over  time.  Chapter  III  focuses  on  the  methodology  used  for 
the  study.  Chapter  IV  presents  results  of  the  2012  survey,  while  comparing  them 
to  previous  surveys  conducted  at  NPS  on  the  same  topic  to  identify  trends.  The 
survey  results  are  supported  with  specific  quotes  from  focus  group  participants. 
Further,  a  section  of  this  chapter  provides  the  researchers’  overall  impressions 
from  the  focus  group  portion  of  the  study.  Finally,  Chapter  V  includes  a  summary 
of  the  study,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  for  future  policy  actions  and 
research. 
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Appendix  A  includes  tables  that  compare  response  frequencies  for 
questions  on  all  six  surveys  administered  since  1994.  Appendix  B  compares  the 
response  frequencies  of  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers  through  a  series  of 
graphs.  (Note  that  Marine  officers  were  included  in  the  NPS  study  beginning  in 
1999.)  Appendix  C  contains  a  copy  of  the  actual  survey  that  was  administered 
for  this  research.  Appendix  D  contains  the  initial  email  correspondence  asking 
NPS  Navy  officers  to  participate  in  the  survey.  Appendix  E  shows  the  reminder 
email  sent  to  Navy  officers.  Appendix  F  reproduces  the  email  used  to  solicit 
participation  for  the  focus  groups.  Appendix  G  shows  the  participation  consent 
form  that  was  distributed  to  focus  group  participants.  Appendix  H  presents  the 
outline  that  was  used  for  discussion  during  the  focus  groups.  Finally,  Appendix  I 
contains  the  97  open-ended  answers  from  SurveyMonkey  that  survey 
participants  included  as  responses  to  Question  59. 
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II.  LITERATURE  REVIEW 


A.  DADT:  A  BRIEF  HISTORY 

When  Bill  Clinton  ran  for  President  in  1992,  he  campaigned  on  the 
promise  that  he  would  push  for  legislation  allowing  gays  and  lesbians  to  serve 
openly  in  the  military.  However,  after  the  election,  there  was  strong  pushback 
from  members  of  Congress,  as  well  as  from  Colin  Powell,  chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  others  in  the  defense  establishment  who  favored  a  complete 
ban  on  homosexuals  in  the  military  (Thompson,  2007).  The  resulting  compromise 
was  the  policy  known  as  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT),  which  states  that 
applicants  to  the  military  and  members  of  the  military  would  not  be  required  to 
reveal  their  sexual  orientation,  nor  would  investigations  be  pursued  to  investigate 
suspected  homosexuals  without  specific  types  of  evidence.  At  the  same  time,  a 
service  member  could  be  discharged  for  the  following  reasons:  stating  or 
otherwise  revealing  that  he  or  she  is  a  homosexual  or  bisexual;  engaging  in,  or 
attempting  to  engage  in  a  homosexual  act;  or  marrying  or  attempting  to  marry 
someone  of  the  same  sex  (GPO,  201 0). 

In  the  seventeen-plus  years  that  DADT  was  in  effect,  much  was  written 
about  homosexuals  serving  in  the  military  on  both  sides  of  the  argument. 
However,  minimal  research  was  conducted  that  actually  included  any  information 
on  service  members,  with  the  exception  of  the  number  of  service  members  who 
were  discharged  under  DADT.  The  reason  behind  this  was  that,  due  to  the 
controversial  nature  of  the  policy,  and  a  fear  that  any  research  or  surveys  would 
cause  unnecessary  turmoil,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  strongly 
discouraged  any  studies  of  its  personnel  on  the  subject. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  a  few  key  exceptions.  The  first  of  these  was  a 
DoD-commissioned  study  by  the  RAND  Corporation  that  immediately  preceded 
the  implementation  of  DADT.  Second,  five  studies  were  conducted  between  1994 
and  2010  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  (NPS),  each  building  on  the  results 
of  its  predecessor,  looking  at  Naval  officers’  attitudes  toward  DADT.  These 
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studies  included  the  same  core  survey,  with  each  re-administration  deleting  or 
adding  certain  questions  from  the  previous  survey.  Third,  in  early  2010,  at  the 
request  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  RAND  updated  its  1993 
research.  Around  the  same  time,  DoD  established  a  Comprehensive  Review 
Working  Group  (CRWG)  to  examine  possible  issues  associated  with  the 
imminent  repeal  of  DADT.  Following  the  repeal,  the  Palm  Center,  formerly  known 
as  the  Center  for  the  Study  of  Sexual  Minorities  in  the  Military,  studied  the  effects 
of  the  new  policy  on  the  readiness  of  the  armed  forces  to  conduct  their  mission. 
Findings  from  these  studies  are  summarized  below. 

B.  EARLY  RESEARCH 

1.  RAND  Study:  1993 

On  January  29,  1993,  President  Clinton  signed  a  memorandum  directing 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  provide  a  draft  Executive  Order  “ending 
discrimination  on  the  basis  of  sexual  orientation  within  the  Armed  Forces” 
(Rostker  et  al.,  1993).  Secretary  of  Defense  Les  Aspin  asked  the  RAND 
Corporation  to  provide  “information  and  analysis  that  would  be  useful  in  helping 
formulate  the  required  draft  Executive  Order”  that  could  be  “carried  out  in  a 
manner  that  is  practical  and  realistic,  and  consistent  with  the  high  standards  of 
combat  effectiveness  and  unit  cohesion  our  Armed  Forces  must  maintain” 
(Rostker  et  al.,  1993,  p.  1). 

To  accomplish  this  task,  RAND  looked  into  multiple  aspects  of  how  sexual 
orientation  may  be  perceived  within  the  military.  Specifically,  researchers 
examined  current  public  opinion,  which  included  the  views  of  active  duty  service 
members.  Researchers  also  sought  to  identify  factors  related  to  unit  cohesion, 
which  had  never  been  studied  previously  with  respect  to  how  it  might  be  affected 
by  sexual  orientation.  Additionally,  the  study  looked  at  how  DoD  handled 
desegregation  of  the  U.S.  military  in  the  late  1 940s  and  early  1 950s. 

A  major  part  of  the  study  was  to  compare  the  U.S.  experience  with  that  of 
foreign  militaries  and  to  see  how  these  nations  treated  matters  of  sexual 
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preference.  Of  the  seven  countries  studied  (Canada,  France,  Germany,  Israel, 
the  Netherlands,  Norway,  and  the  United  Kingdom),  only  the  United  Kingdom  did 
not  allow  homosexuals  to  serve  openly  in  the  military.  (The  United  Kingdom  lifted 
its  ban  on  gays  in  1999.)  Researchers  also  studied  police  and  fire  departments 
from  Chicago,  Houston,  Los  Angeles,  New  York,  San  Diego,  and  Seattle,  all  of 
which  had  a  non-discriminatory  policy  regarding  sexual  preference  within  their 
respective  departments.  Based  on  the  nature  of  work,  intensive  training,  and  the 
camaraderie  that  tends  to  exist  in  these  organizations,  researchers  felt  they  could 
be  compared  with  the  military. 

When  comparing  the  U.S.  military  with  its  foreign  counterparts,  a  few 
common  themes  emerged.  First,  when  each  country  first  adopted  a  policy  that 
allowed  homosexuals  to  serve  openly  in  the  military,  the  transition  occurred 
efficiently  and  without  any  major  consequence.  If  a  conflict  did  arise,  it  was 
usually  fixed  in  a  timely  manner  and  to  the  benefit  of  all  involved.  Moreover,  the 
number  of  homosexual  service  members  in  foreign  militaries  who  were  actually 
open  about  their  sexual  preference  was  much  smaller  than  what  had  been 
previously  predicted.  Because  of  this,  the  researchers  concluded  that,  regardless 
of  policy,  most  homosexual  service  members  remained  discrete  about  their 
sexual  preference  to  diminish  any  possible  backlash. 

In  terms  of  the  police  and  fire  departments  that  were  interviewed,  RAND’s 
researchers  identified  several  common  themes.  Generally,  it  seemed  as  though 
the  upper  echelons  of  these  public  service  organizations  were  not  overly 
concerned  with  how  their  police  or  firefighters  felt  about  personally  interacting 
with  homosexuals  in  the  workplace.  The  departments  sought  only  to  control 
“behaviors,  not  attitudes”  (Rostker  et  al.,  1993),  but  they  did  maintain  that 
employees  must  exhibit  high  moral  standards  and  professional  conduct.  Even 
then,  the  study  found  that  most  people  in  these  departments  were  largely 
unconcerned  with  the  sexual  preference  of  their  co-workers.  Members  of  these 
organizations  strived  to  conduct  themselves  professionally  and  be  part  of  the 
team,  therefore  conforming  to  the  organizational  culture  that  already  existed. 
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And,  as  with  foreign  militaries,  homosexual  members  mostly  kept  their  sexual 
preference  a  private  matter. 

C.  RECENT  RESEARCH 

1.  RAND  Study:  Sexual  Orientation  and  U.S.  Military  Personnel 
Policy  Revisited,  2010 

In  his  2010  State  of  the  Union  address,  President  Barack  Obama  pledged 
to  “work  with  Congress  to  repeal  the  law  commonly  known  as  ‘Don’t  Ask,  Don’t 
Tell’  (DADT)”  (Rostker  et  al.,  2010).  In  the  years  that  had  passed  since  DADT 
was  implemented,  American  public  opinion  toward  homosexuality  had  become 
far  more  accepting,  as  homosexuals  themselves  became  more  visible  in  the 
workplace,  throughout  daily  life,  and  in  popular  culture.  In  response  to  requests 
from  members  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  asked  the  RAND  Corporation  to  update  its  1993  study  of  sexual 
orientation  within  the  military,  with  a  specific  emphasis  on  options  and  potential 
outcomes  related  to  the  repeal. 

RAND’s  researchers  gathered  data  from  a  number  of  different  sources. 
One  source  included  two  DoD  surveys  given  to  members  of  every  branch  of  the 
military  during  the  spring  and  summer  months  of  2010.  These  surveys  focused 
on  how  a  potential  repeal  of  DADT  would  affect  retention  and  future  recruitment. 
While  the  results  on  retention  were  very  straightforward,  with  less  than  six 
percent  of  respondents  saying  they  might  leave  the  service  following  a  repeal, 
the  results  pertaining  to  recruitment  were  much  more  ambiguous.  For  example, 
one  survey  forecast  a  seven-percent  decline  in  recruitment,  while  the  other 
predicted  a  four-percent  increase  if  DADT  were  repealed.  With  the  apparent 
offset  from  these  two  surveys,  researchers  concluded  that  repealing  DADT  would 
likely  have  little  effect  on  the  military’s  ability  to  recruit  new  members  (Rostker  et 
al.,  2010). 

RAND  gathered  its  own  data  by  convening  twenty-two  focus  groups, 
including  a  combined  total  of  over  two  hundred  service  members  on  ten  different 
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military  installations.  These  interview  sessions  sought  to  gauge  participants’ 
thoughts  and  opinions  on  the  potential  repeal  of  DADT,  and  the  results  showed 
that,  while  there  were  many  differing  opinions  on  the  matter,  all  participants 
thought  the  military  would  be  able  to  successfully  navigate  through  any 
challenges  that  might  arise  if  DADT  were  repealed.  In  addition  to  the  focus 
groups,  RAND  conducted  peer-to-peer  surveys  of  homosexual  active-duty 
service  members.  When  asked  whether  or  not  they  would  reveal  their  sexual 
preference  upon  repeal  of  DADT,  most  respondents  said  that  they  would  “wait 
and  see”  (Rostker  et  al.,  201 0). 

Additionally,  researchers  sought  to  draw  comparisons,  as  they  did  in  1993, 
between  the  U.S.  military  and  those  of  foreign  nations,  as  well  as  with  domestic 
police  and  fire  departments  and  other  federal  and  state  agencies.  In  studying 
these  different  organizations,  researchers  concluded  that  the  sexual  preference 
of  their  members  was  a  “non-issue”  (Rostker  et  al.,  2010).  Within  the  foreign 
militaries,  homosexuals  had  been  allowed  to  serve  openly  for  several  years  with 
little-to-no  effect  on  readiness  or  recruitment.  Among  the  domestic  agencies 
interviewed,  most  explained  the  absence  of  any  major  issues  related  to 
homosexuals  in  the  workplace  by  citing  the  strict  enforcement  of  their 
antidiscrimination  policies. 

The  RAND  study  ultimately  concluded  that  a  successful  repeal  of  DADT 
would  have  to  meet  three  requirements.  First,  it  should  be  supported  by  all  major 
leaders  at  the  top  levels  of  DoD.  Second,  whatever  changes  are  made,  they 
should  be  communicated  clearly  and  with  no  room  for  misinterpretation.  And 
finally,  for  a  successful  transition,  the  new  policy  should  be  closely  monitored  and 
strictly  enforced. 

2.  DoD:  “Report  of  the  Comprehensive  Review  of  the  Issues 
Associated  with  a  Repeal  of  ‘Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell,’”  2010 

In  March  2010,  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  Gates  appointed  Jeh  Charles 
Johnson  and  Army  General  Carter  F.  Ham  to  co-chair  a  comprehensive  review  of 
the  impact  that  a  potential  repeal  of  DADT  might  have  on  the  armed  forces.  More 
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specifically,  they  were  asked  to  see  how  a  repeal  would  affect  military  readiness, 
military  effectiveness,  unit  cohesion,  recruiting,  retention,  and  family  readiness, 
as  well  as  to  recommend  appropriate  changes  to  existing  policy  and  regulations 
(DoD,  2010).  To  do  this,  the  working  group  called  upon  a  variety  of  different 
sources  to  gather  information.  Sources  of  information  included:  surveying  over 
115,000  active-duty  and  reserve  service  members,  as  well  as  over  44,000 
military  spouses;  conducting  140  focus  group  interviews;  creating  an  online  inbox 
to  allow  service  member  to  post  their  views  on  the  repeal;  soliciting  the  views  of 
various  members  of  Congress;  and  soliciting  the  views  of  foreign  allies,  veterans 
groups,  and  groups  that  were  both  for  and  against  the  repeal  (DoD,  2010). 

Three  main  survey  questions  formed  the  basis  from  which  the  working 
group  developed  its  conclusions:  1)  How  would  having  a  service  member  in  your 
immediate  unit  who  said  he  or  she  was  gay  affect  the  unit’s  ability  to  work 
together  and  get  the  job  done;  2)  In  your  career,  have  you  ever  worked  in  a  unit 
with  a  co-worker  that  you  believed  to  be  homosexual;  and  3)  If  “yes”  to  the 
previous  question,  how  would  you  rate  your  unit’s  ability  to  work  together  (DoD, 
2010)?  The  first  question  came  with  the  most  inconsistent  results  among 
different  groups  of  the  military.  Although  the  overall  results  showed  that  70 
percent  of  respondents  felt  having  a  gay  service  member  in  their  unit  would  have 
either  a  “positive,”  “mixed,”  or  “no  effect”  on  the  unit’s  ability  to  work  together,  the 
comparable  results  for  combat  arms  units  in  the  Army  and  Marine  Corps  were 
much  lower,  at  only  52  percent  and  42  percent,  respectively.  However,  the 
responses  from  members  of  combat  arms  units  more  closely  mirrored  the  overall 
findings  when  they  were  asked  about  how  their  actual  experience  of  serving  with 
a  gay  co-worker  affected  the  unit’s  ability  to  work  together.  On  this  question,  92 
percent  of  the  overall  population  stated  that  the  unit’s  ability  to  work  together  was 
“very  good,”  “good,”  or  “neither  good  nor  poor”;  by  comparison,  89  percent  of 
persons  in  Army  combat  arms  units  felt  the  same  way,  along  with  84  percent  of 
those  in  Marine  Corps  combat  arms  units  (DoD,  2010).  The  working  group  felt 
that  this  example  accurately  highlighted  the  difference  between  perceptions  of 
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what  might  happen  if  DADT  were  repealed  as  opposed  to  the  more  probable 
outcome  of  having  little-to-no  effect  whatsoever. 

The  working  group  was  also  informed  by  lessons  learned  through  prior 
integration  of  the  U.S.  military,  both  racial  and  gender,  as  well  as  through  lessons 
from  foreign  allies  that  already  allowed  homosexuals  to  serve  openly.  The 
integration  of  racial  minorities  and  women  into  the  U.S.  military  was  by  no  means 
a  popular  decision  at  the  time.  However,  although  the  transition  of  integrating 
these  groups  into  the  force  was  occasionally  rocky,  nothing  but  good  has  come 
out  of  it  in  the  long  run,  and  the  consensus  is  that  it  has  made  the  military 
stronger  (DoD,  2010).  Likewise,  it  was  important  to  draw  parallels  with  foreign 
militaries  that  had  already  blazed  a  trail  for  allowing  gays  to  serve  openly.  While 
no  perfect  comparisons  could  be  made  based  on  cultural  differences,  the  working 
group  thought  it  was  important  to  note  that  the  implementation  of  open  service  in 
foreign  militaries  occurred  with  little  or  no  disruption  to  their  forces  (DoD,  2010). 

Finally,  the  working  group  concluded  that,  based  on  all  of  their  findings, 
repealing  DADT  posed  little  risk  to  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  military.  They 
found  that,  although  there  might  be  some  short-term  disruption  to  unit  cohesion 
and  retention,  as  long  as  the  repeal  were  accompanied  by  a  message  and 
policies  that  advocated  the  fair  and  equal  treatment  of  all  service  members,  the 
disruption  would  not  last  long.  The  working  group  went  on  to  say:  “With  a 
continued  and  sustained  commitment  to  core  values  of  leadership, 
professionalism,  and  respect  for  all,  we  are  convinced  that  the  U.S.  military  can 
adjust  and  accommodate  this  change,  just  as  it  has  [with]  others  in  history  (DoD, 
2010,  p.3).” 

3.  Palm  Center:  “One  Year  Out  -  An  Assessment  of  DADT 
Repeal’s  Impact  on  Military  Readiness,”  2012 

A  scholarly  study  published  in  2012  by  researchers  at  the  Palm  Center  is 
the  first  comprehensive  examination  of  the  effects  on  the  military  of  repealing 
DADT.  The  Palm  Center  study  is  also  unique  in  that  it  was  not  officially 
commissioned  by  DoD  and  therefore  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  the 
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military  or  the  government.  The  primary  goal  of  the  study  was  to  determine 
whether  the  trend  toward  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  had 
continued,  and  how  the  repeal  of  DADT  may  have  affected  military  readiness. 
More  specifically,  research  focused  on  the  following  four  factors:  unit  cohesion, 
recruitment  and  retention,  assaults  and  harassment,  and  morale  (Belkin  et  al., 
2012). 

The  Palm  Center  gathered  data  utilizing  several  different  methods, 
including:  interviews  with  former  opponents  and  proponents  of  repealing  DADT; 
physical  observation  of  four  military  units;  a  pre-test/post-test  quasi  experiment; 
survey  analysis;  relevant  media  analysis  of  articles  related  to  the  repeal  and 
published  within  the  eleven  months  prior  to  actual  repeal;  secondary  analysis  of 
survey  data  collected  by  the  Military  Times  and  OutServe-SLDN  (an  association 
of  gay  service  members);  and  recruitment  and  retention  data  published  by  DoD 
(Belkin  et  al.,  2012). 

In  examining  the  effects  of  repeal  on  unit  cohesion,  Palm  Center 
researchers  conducted  interviews  with  lesbian,  gay,  and  bisexual  (LGB)  service 
members,  as  well  as  with  heterosexual  service  members,  to  gauge  their 
thoughts.  Not  surprisingly,  considering  most  respondents  might  have  a 
somewhat  biased  opinion  on  the  subject,  the  LGB  members  surveyed  reported  a 
slight  net  increase  in  unit  cohesion.  It  is  worth  noting,  however,  that  LGB  service 
members  might  be  more  cognizant  of  any  changes  in  unit  cohesion  or  daily 
interactions,  especially  those  that  are  negative,  with  other  members  of  their  units. 
Researchers  also  found  a  preponderance  of  evidence  from  the  heterosexual 
service  members  that  the  repeal  had  no  adverse  effects  on  unit  cohesion  (Belkin 
et  al.,  2012). 

One  of  the  major  arguments  from  opponents  of  repeal  was  that  it  would 
adversely  affect  the  ability  of  the  armed  forces  to  recruit  and  retain  personnel. 
For  example,  Frank  Gaffney,  Jr.,  of  the  Center  for  Security  Policy,  said  in  2010 
that  the  repeal  could  “prove  decisive  to  the  viability  of  the  all-volunteer  force.  That 
viability  may,  in  turn,  determine  our  ability  to  avoid  in  the  years  ahead — as  we 
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have  for  the  past  four  decades — a  return  to  conscription  to  meet  our 
requirements  for  warriors  in  those  conflicts”  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012,  p.  20).  While 
both  pre-  and  post-repeal  surveys  conducted  by  the  Military  Times  in  2011,  and 
again  in  2012,  showed  some  service  members  believed  that  repealing  DADT 
made  them  less  likely  to  remain  in  the  military  past  their  minimum  commitment, 
similar  numbers  of  service  members  said  the  repeal  actually  made  them  more 
likely  to  remain  in  the  military  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012).  Nevertheless,  most  evidence 
since  the  repeal  has  supported  the  claim  that  it  has  had  almost  no  impact  on 
recruitment  and  retention  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012).  The  most  telling  statistic  of  all  is 
that  all  four  active  services  and  five  of  the  six  reserve  components  met  or 
exceeded  their  numerical  recruiting  goals  for  fiscal  year  2012,  as  well  as 
exhibited  “strong  retention  through  the  eighth  month  of  fiscal  2012  (Belkin  et  al., 
2012,  p.  21).”  It  should  also  be  noted  that,  as  of  September  2012,  only  two 
military  resignations  could  be  directly  linked  to  repealing  DADT,  both  of  which 
were  by  Chaplains  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012). 

Some  opponents  of  repealing  DADT  were  concerned  that  removing  the 
restriction  might  lead  to  more  assaults  (of  both  a  sexual  and  physical  nature)  and 
harassment.  The  argument  was  based  largely  on  the  perceived  likelihood  of  two 
scenarios:  homosexuals  would  become  overly  sexually  aggressive  toward  their 
heterosexual  coworkers;  or  heterosexuals  would  express  their  negative  feelings 
toward  openly  serving  homosexuals  through  physical  violence.  Although  a  few 
isolated  incidents  have  occurred,  the  Palm  Center  could  not  find  any  evidence 
suggesting  that  the  repeal  of  DADT  led  to  any  discernible  increase  in  assaults  or 
harassment.  In  reality,  the  repeal  may  have  actually  decreased  the  likelihood  of 
incidents,  or  allowed  the  military  services  to  better  prosecute  alleged  sexual 
offenders.  As  one  enlisted  service  member  observed  in  an  interview  conducted 
by  the  Palm  Center,  people  who  might  make  hurtful  or  derogatory  comments 
about  homosexuals  now  think  twice  because  they  can  associate  those  comments 
with  an  actual  person  instead  of  some  stereotype.  Another  lesbian  service 
member  interviewed  recounted  the  time  she  was  raped  and  accused  of  being 
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someone  who  dressed  “in  four-inch  heels  and  tight  jeans  who  wanted  it.”  Since 
the  incident  happened  prior  to  the  repeal,  she  couldn’t  tell  anybody  that  she 
wasn’t  even  interested  in  men,  fearing  she  would  be  discharged,  and  therefore 
her  attacker  went  free  (Belkin  et  al. ,  2012).  The  repeal  of  DADT  helps  to  make 
such  incidents  a  thing  of  the  past,  allowing  all  victims,  regardless  of  sexual 
orientation,  to  feel  safe  coming  forward. 

Some  opponents  of  repeal  contended  that  repealing  DADT  would  lead  to 
an  overall  decrease  in  morale  throughout  the  force.  It  is  likely  true  that  the  repeal 
led  to  decreased  morale  among  some  service  members,  as  evidenced  by  13.7 
percent  of  respondents  making  this  claim  on  a  2012  Military  Times  survey  (Belkin 
et  al.,  2012).  However,  the  repeal  also  led  to  increased  morale  for  both 
homosexual  and  heterosexual  service  members  alike.  While  homosexual  service 
members  felt  that  they  didn’t  have  to  fear  being  “outed”  and  could  therefore  not 
have  to  worry  about  being  discharged  from  the  military,  some  of  their 
heterosexual  counterparts  expressed  a  sense  of  relief  as  well.  For  example,  one 
Navy  officer  interviewed  by  the  Palm  Center  felt  that,  since  remaining  ignorant  to 
a  service  member’s  personal  life  “affects  leadership  in  a  big  way,”  the  repeal  has 
increased  his  morale  because  it  is  one  less  thing  to  worry  about  (Belkin  et  al., 
2012).  Ultimately,  the  study  concluded  that  the  repeal  negatively  affected  morale 
for  some,  while  positively  affecting  it  for  others,  resulting  in  a  zero  net-effect  for 
the  military  as  a  whole  (Belkin  et  al.,  201 2). 

D.  NPS  THESIS  RESEARCH 

1.  Background  and  History:  1994-2011 

Several  studies  of  DADT  have  been  conducted  at  NPS  by  students  and 
faculty  members  since  it  was  introduced  in  1994.  Five  of  these  studies  collected 
data  by  administering  a  campus-wide  survey  to  gauge  officers’  opinions  on  the 
subject,  while  another,  conducted  by  Terry  Rea  in  1997,  specifically  utilized  focus 
groups  to  determine  how  DADT  may  have  affected  unit  cohesion.  The  first  two 
studies,  conducted  by  Fred  Cleveland  and  Mark  Ohl  in  1994  and  Margaret  Friery 

14 


in  1997,  administered  surveys  only  to  Navy  officers.  The  next  three  studies, 
conducted  by  John  Bicknell  in  2000,  Alfonso  Garcia  in  2004  (published  in  2009), 
and  Leo  Ferguson  in  201 1  incorporated  the  views  of  Marine  Corps  officers  along 
with  those  of  their  Navy  counterparts.  While  the  original  intent  of  the  1994  thesis 
was  mainly  to  determine  Navy  officers’  understanding  of  the  DADT  policy,  the 
subsequent  studies  expanded  their  approach  to  explore  if  attitudes  had  shifted 
over  time.  It  is  important  to  note  that  each  of  the  surveys  administered  after  the 
original  in  1994  used  the  same  core  questions,  allowing  for  trend  analysis  of 
several  key  topics. 

In  the  original  1994  study,  survey  results  indicated  that  a  strong  majority  of 
respondents  did  not  want  to  serve  with  a  homosexual,  and  that  attitudes  toward 
homosexuals  in  general  were  quite  unaccepting.  As  time  progressed,  and  as 
homosexuals  became  more  prominent  in  popular  culture  and  in  daily  life,  each 
survey  showed  consistently  increasing  acceptance  of  gays  in  the  military.  The 
results  of  these  surveys  are  discussed  in  further  detail  in  Chapter  IV. 

2.  Common  Themes 

Although  each  study  conducted  at  NPS  has  slight  variations  in  the  way  it 
analyzes  and  interprets  the  results,  all  reflect  common  themes  and  trends.  At  the 
heart  of  the  discussion  is  the  overall  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  America’s 
armed  forces.  Since  DADT  prevented  homosexuals  from  serving  openly,  many 
questions  dealt  in  hypotheticals,  asking  for  opinions  as  if  homosexuals  were 
allowed  to  serve  openly.  Along  with  acceptance,  each  study  sought  to  determine 
how  these  feelings  toward  homosexuals  and  their  service  in  the  military  might 
affect  unit-level  readiness. 

As  previously  observed,  the  1994  and  1997  studies  looked  at  only  Navy 
officers’  attitudes.  Starting  in  2000,  reasonable  comparisons  could  be  made 
between  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers’  attitudes.  Further,  over  the  course  of 
the  next  two  studies,  enough  data  were  collected  to  compare  trends  among  and 
between  officers  in  these  two  services.  The  comparisons  of  trends  indicated 
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consistently  that  the  NPS  Marine  Corps  officers  lagged  behind  their  Navy 
counterparts  in  levels  of  acceptance  regarding  homosexuals  and  their  service  in 
the  military.  Indeed,  the  general  impression  from  comparing  officers’  attitudes 
was  that  the  Marine  Corps  results  were  consistently  similar  to  the  Navy  results 
from  the  previous  survey;  that  is,  the  Marine  Corps  officers  seemed  to  be  “one 
survey  behind”  that  of  the  Navy  officers.  In  addition,  younger  and  more  junior 
officers  continually  emerged  as  being  more  tolerant  and  accepting  of 
homosexuals  when  compared  with  their  older  and  more  senior  counterparts 
(Ferguson,  2011). 

E.  SOCIOLOGICAL  AND  PSYCHOLOGICAL  THEORIES  TO  EXPLAIN 

ACCEPTANCE  TRENDS 

1.  Contact  Hypothesis 

In  1954,  Gordon  Allport  introduced  the  “Contact  Hypothesis,”  a  theory 
stating  that  prejudice  is  the  result  of  insufficient  or  incorrect  information  about  a 
person  or  group  of  people.  Because  of  these  knowledge  gaps,  people  are  forced 
to  substitute  information  learned  elsewhere,  often  relying  on  stereotypes  and 
generalizations  from  other  sources.  Allport  theorized  that,  under  specific 
conditions  (equal  status  between  groups,  common  goals,  intergroup  cooperation, 
and  support  from  authorities),  these  biases  might  be  overcome  through 
increased  levels  of  several  different  types  of  interpersonal  contact.  It  is  through 
these  contacts  that  people  replace  the  missing  or  incorrect  facts  about  others, 
leading  to  lower  levels  of  prejudice.  Three  of  Allport’s  types  of  contact  are 
discussed  below. 

One  type  of  interpersonal  contact  is  casual  contact  (Allport,  1954).  This 
type  of  contact  is  best  described  as  “wholly  superficial,”  because  casual  contact 
occurs  when  different  groups  encounter  each  other  regularly  but  without  any 
meaningful  conversation.  Without  a  more  meaningful  interaction,  repeated  casual 
contact  with  “out-group”  members,  as  Allport  calls  them,  serves  only  to  reinforce 
stereotypes  and/or  rumors  about  those  people  because  it  does  not  allow  truth  to 
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supplant  the  imbedded  misinformation  (Allport,  1954).  Basically,  people  see 
exactly  what  they  have  been  conditioned  to  see  when  all  they  are  doing  is 
looking.  It  is  a  kind  of  self-fulfilling  prophecy.  In  the  context  of  this  thesis,  some 
officers  may  not  accept  homosexuals  because  they  have  been  raised  to  believe 
that  gays  are  sinners  or  degenerates  who  are  psychologically  disturbed.  When 
only  casual  contact  occurs,  these  same  officers  only  see  things  that  confirm  their 
beliefs.  A  much  different  type  of  contact  that  leads  to  lower  levels  of  prejudice  is 
residential  contact. 

Residential  contact  deals  not  only  with  proximity  of  one  group’s  living 
quarters  to  another,  but  also  with  whether  these  groups  are  integrated  or  not.  It  is 
not  enough  that  the  groups  live  near  each  other  (Allport,  1954).  In  fact,  as  long  as 
they  live  in  groups  at  all,  the  closer  they  exist  to  each  other,  the  more  prejudice 
may  occur.  According  to  Allport  (1954),  “Segregation  markedly  enhances  the 
visibility  of  a  group;  it  makes  it  seem  larger  and  more  menacing  than  it  is  (p. 
269).”  For  residential  contact  to  reduce  levels  of  prejudice,  the  groups  must  be 
integrated.  Moreover,  the  groups  must  engage  in  communication  once  they  are 
living  together  for  prejudices  to  subside.  This  applies  directly  to  the  issues  of 
berthing  onboard  naval  vessels,  and  could  serve  useful  when  considering  any 
possible  policy  shifts  that  may  occur.  While  residential  contact  has  been  proven 
to  reduce  prejudice,  it  is  not  the  most  effective  form  of  contact  at  melting  away 
stereotypes.  This  only  occurs  within  the  realm  of  what  Allport  (1954)  refers  to  as 
the  pursuit  of  common  objectives. 

Pursuit  of  common  objectives  provides  the  best  form  of  contact  for 
eliminating  prejudices  at  all  levels  (Allport,  1954).  It  is  often  not  enough  for 
people  of  different  groups  to  meet  each  other  regularly  or  to  live  in  the  same 
neighborhood  or  even  to  work  together.  It  is  the  idea  that  they  have  chosen  to 
come  together  for  a  specific  and  unified  goal  that  allows  them  to  stride  past  any 
preconceived  notions  that  they  have  about  one  another  and  achieve  solidarity. 
Allport  (1954)  produces  many  examples  of  these  situations,  including  multi-ethnic 
athletic  teams,  integrated  Army  units,  and  sailors  forced  to  deploy  with  members 
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of  “out-groups.”  Clearly,  this  idea  of  pursuit  of  common  objectives  still  applies 
today  within  the  context  of  allowing  homosexuals  to  serve  openly  in  the  military. 
While  it  is  true  that  Allport  applied  his  contact  theory  initially  to  people  harboring 
racial  prejudice,  it  can  very  easily  be  applied  to  the  same  prejudices  that  exist 
post-repeal  of  DADT.  While  the  contact  hypothesis  involves  direct  forms  of 
interpersonal  contact,  cultivation  theory  is  focused  mainly  on  individuals’ 
interactions  with  mass  media. 

2.  Cultivation  Theory 

First  presented  by  Professor  George  Gerbner  of  the  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  cultivation  theory  states  that  television  content  directly  influences 
and  shapes  the  beliefs  and  attitudes  of  individuals  as  they  relate  to  the  outside 
world  (Miller,  2005).  Gerbner’s  research  shows  that  prolonged  exposure  to 
television  does  have  a  small,  yet  powerful  effect  on  individuals’  beliefs.  He  likens 
this  to  an  ice  age  where  “just  as  an  average  temperature  shift  of  a  few  degrees 
can  lead  to  an  ice  age  or  the  outcomes  of  elections  can  be  determined  by  slight 
margins,  so  too  can  a  relatively  small  but  pervasive  influence  make  a  crucial 
difference.  The  size  of  an  effect  is  far  less  critical  than  the  direction  of  its  steady 
contribution”  (Gerbner,  Gross,  Morgan,  &  Signorielli,  1980,  p.  14). 

While  Gerbner’s  research  was  more  generalized  in  which  attitudes  and 
beliefs  were  being  shaped  by  television,  scholars  such  as  Sara  Baker  Netzley 
have  looked  more  specifically  at  how  views  of  homosexuals  were  molded  due  to 
images  in  the  media.  Her  study  finds  a  disproportionate  level  of  sexual  activity  by 
homosexuals  portrayed  in  the  popular  media,  and  that  this  has  led  people  to 
believe  gay  people  are  typically  more  sexual  in  nature  than  are  straight  people 
(Netzley,  2010).  While  her  study  may  explain  some  views  of  homosexuals’ 
sexuality,  it  does  not  directly  explain  why  people  would  be  more  accepting  of 
homosexuals  overall.  This  is  developed  over  time,  as  homosexuals  are  included 
more  and  more  in  television. 
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In  a  very  bold  move  for  the  time,  the  television  hit,  All  in  the  Family, 
became  the  first  network  sitcom  to  include  an  openly  gay  character  (Sparta, 
2002).  This  was  1971,  and  this  was  only  one  character  on  one  show.  Over  the 
course  of  the  four  decades  since  Archie  Bunker  discovered  his  macho  buddy, 
Steve,  was  gay,  homosexuals  have  continued  to  become  more  common  on 
television,  as  more  openly  gay  characters  are  portrayed  and  homosexual  actors 
come  out  of  the  closet.  In  2013,  shows  such  as  How  I  Met  Your  Mother,  The 
Ellen  DeGeneres  Show,  and  Anderson  Cooper  360°  star  openly  homosexual 
actors,  while  programs  such  as  Glee,  Modern  Family,  and  Smash  include  openly 
gay  characters.  The  effect  of  having  more  homosexual  characters  and  celebrities 
appear  in  today’s  television,  while  not  portrayed  negatively  or  in  stereotype, 
combined  with  Gerbner’s  cultivation  theory,  could  possibly  help  to  explain  the 
observed  increase  in  tolerance  toward  homosexuals  across  society. 

3.  Politics  of  Paranoia 

Aaron  Belkin  presented  a  speech  to  the  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  at 
Maxwell  Air  Force  Base  in  May  2010  that  was  published  in  the  Journal  of 
Homosexuality  as  “The  Politics  of  Paranoia”  in  February  2013.  In  this  brief 
speech,  he  argues  that  opposition  to  gays  in  the  military  is  part  of  a  “phony 
debate  about  whether  allowing  open  service  would  undermine  unit  cohesion” 
(Belkin,  2013,  p.  214). 

The  main  focus  of  Belkin’s  argument  is  drawn  from  Richard  Hofstadter’s 
The  Paranoid  Style  in  American  Politics  (1965),  applying  the  notion  to  paranoia 
about  gays  serving  openly  in  the  military.  This  position  is  based  on  three 
examples  of  such  paranoia.  First  is  that  a  gay  agenda  exists  in  “...taking  over 
this  country,  destroying  our  way  of  life,  and  that  we  have  to  draw  a  line  in  the 
sand  at  gays  in  the  military”  (Belkin,  2013,  p.  216).  The  second  element  is  that  of 
discriminatory  claims  against  homosexuals.  By  buying  into  these  false 
assumptions,  discrimination  becomes  much  easier  for  people.  Finally,  in  the 
politics  of  paranoia,  there  exists  a  “curious  leap  in  imagination  that  is  always 
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made  at  some  critical  point  in  the  recital  of  events”  (Belkin,  2013,  p.215).  Belkin 
likens  this  to  how  gay  soldiers  of  the  Dutch  armed  forces  were  blamed  for  the 
1995  Srebrenica  Massacre. 

Belkin  concludes  his  argument  with  a  definition  of  civilian  control  that 
strives  to  keep  the  military  bipartisan  and  avoids  the  lure  to  participate  in  the 
paranoia  of  politics.  As  Belkin  (2013)  observes:  “On  don’t  ask,  don’t  tell,  not  only 
did  you  allow  yourself  to  get  dragged  into  the  politics  of  paranoia,  but,  frankly, 
your  leaders  did  not  tell  the  truth.  They  were  not  honest  about  the  real  source  of 
their  opposition  to  gays  in  the  military — the  moral  basis  of  their  opposition — and 
so  they  made  up  these  arguments  about  unit  cohesion”  (p.218). 

F.  CONCLUSION 

The  studies  reviewed  in  the  chapter  barely  scratch  the  surface  of  what  has 
been  written  and  said  on  the  subject  of  DADT  over  the  past  twenty  years. 
Although  there  has  been  much  debate  over  how  repealing  DADT  would  affect  the 
force,  these  studies  represent  some  of  the  only  research  that  was  able  to  include 
actual  empirical  evidence  on  the  opinions  of  active-duty  service  members. 
Throughout  these  examples  of  research,  some  common  themes  can  be  found; 
suggesting  that  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  has  been  progressing 
at  a  constant,  steady  pace.  Research  shows  that  the  more  time  passes,  and  the 
more  heterosexuals  and  homosexuals  interact  with  one  another  in  the  workplace, 
the  more  stereotypes  seem  to  fade  away  and  allow  people  to  be  judged  on  their 
character  and  merit.  There  are  those,  however,  who  might  never  have  the 
opportunity  to  interact  with  someone  they  know  to  be  a  homosexual  in  a  work 
environment,  so  it  becomes  more  difficult  to  ascertain  how  their  perceptions  are 
swayed  in  one  direction  or  the  other.  It  is  therefore  important  to  study  factors 
such  as  upbringing,  social  structures,  and  even  popular  culture  to  determine  how 
and  why  certain  people  might  hold  certain  beliefs.  These  factors  are  explored  in 
the  present  study  using  a  two-phased  approach,  which  is  described  in  Chapter 
III. 
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III.  METHODOLOGY 


A.  OVERVIEW 

This  chapter  describes  the  methodology  used  throughout  this  research.  It 
is  divided  into  three  sections:  Survey  Instruments,  Background  Statistics,  and 
Demographic  Characteristics,  each  of  which  addresses  both  the  written  survey 
respondents  as  well  as  the  focus  group  participants.  Because  a  major  goal  of  this 
research  is  to  analyze  the  trends  of  Navy  officers’  attitudes  accurately,  the  bulk  of 
the  written  survey  (exact  questions,  response  choices,  as  well  as  the  order  of 
these  items)  came  directly  from  surveys  used  previously  in  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  (NPS)  theses  on  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT).  Two  major 
changes  in  the  present  study  were  the  addition  of  the  focus  group  component 
and  the  removal  of  Marine  Corps  officers,  who  are  covered  separately  in  another 
NPS  thesis  project  (Callahan  &  Paffenroth,  2013). 

B.  SURVEY  INSTRUMENTS 

1 .  The  Written  Survey 

The  2012  survey  of  Navy  officers  contained  59  items,  50  of  which  were 
statements  asking  participants  to  strongly  agree,  agree,  disagree,  or  strongly 
disagree.  Six  items  asked  about  demographics,  including  years  of  service, 
gender,  race/ethnicity,  warfare  designation,  pay  grade,  and  whether  the 
participant  was  a  resident  or  distance-learning  student.  One  item  addressed  the 
respondent’s  consent  to  participate  and  the  content  of  the  study.  Finally,  the  last 
two  items  asked  first  for  willingness  to  participate  in  a  focus  group  and  next  for 
any  open  comments  participants  might  wish  to  add.  All  items  in  the  survey,  the 
study’s  proposal,  and  collection  methods  were  reviewed  and  approved  by  the 
NPS  Institutional  Review  Board  prior  to  distribution  of  the  survey.  Twelve  items 
(Questions  7,  13,  15,  20,  24,  27,  32,  41,  45,  46,  49,  and  50)  were  deleted  from 
the  most  recent  NPS  survey  completed  by  Leo  Ferguson  in  2010  because  they 
were  considered  irrelevant  after  the  repeal  of  DADT.  Eleven  items  (Questions 
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41-51)  that  had  not  been  included  in  previous  NPS  surveys  were  added  to  reflect 
changes  in  legislation  regarding  homosexuals’  military  service. 

The  2012  written  survey  was  administered  using  an  online  survey-hosting 
tool  called  “SurveyMonkey.”  This  online  tool  allows  researchers  to  upload  all 
survey  items  into  an  account  for  easy  distribution  and  collection  of  results.  A 
direct  hyperlink  to  the  survey  and  a  short  description  of  the  research  were  sent 
via  the  Initial  Distribution  Email  (Appendix  C)  to  573  Navy  officers,  a  list  obtained 
from  the  NPS  Office  of  Institutional  Research,  on  November  6,  2012.  A  Reminder 
Email  (Appendix  D)  was  sent  to  the  same  573  Naval  officers  one  week  later  on 
November  13,  2012,  again  requesting  their  participation.  The  written  survey  was 
available  to  potential  respondents  for  14  days. 

Resident  and  distance-learning  students,  as  well  as  a  small  number  NPS 
staff  members,  made  up  the  group  of  Navy  officers  who  participated  in  the 
survey. 

Results  of  the  2012  written  survey  (Appendix  A)  were  compared  with  the 
results  of  the  previous  five  NPS  surveys  to  identify  and  examine  trends 
associated  with  Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  DADT  and  homosexuals’  military 
service. 

2.  Focus  Group  Interviews 

Throughout  administration  of  the  written  survey,  the  researchers  solicited 
participants  for  focus  group  interviews  to  gather  more  detailed  explanations  of 
answers  to  some  of  the  survey  questions.  This  was  accomplished  by  sending 
emails  (Appendix  E)  to  the  Navy  officer  population  at  NPS  asking  for  volunteers. 
Nineteen  people  volunteered,  of  which  eighteen  actually  participated. 

The  four  focus  group  interviews  took  place  in  a  private  classroom  in 
Ingersoll  Hall  at  NPS  from  26-29  November  2012.  The  researchers  began  each 
interview  by  distributing  “Consent  to  Participate  in  Research”  forms  to  the 
volunteers  and  going  over  ground  rules  for  the  meeting.  (This  form  can  be  seen 
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in  Appendix  F.)  Once  it  was  clear  that  all  participants  understood  the  rules,  the 
voice  recorder  was  turned  on  and  the  interviews  began.  Each  focus  group 
interview  lasted  roughly  one  hour. 

The  discussion  topics  for  these  focus  group  interviews  were 
predetermined  by  the  researchers,  in  conjunction  with  faculty  advisors,  based  on 
questions  from  the  written  survey.  The  researchers  loosely  followed  a  previously 
prepared  outline  (Appendix  G)  throughout  the  interviews  to  facilitate  the  guided 
discussion  and  allow  for  personal  comments  and  anecdotes  from  participants. 

C.  BACKGROUND  STATISTICS 
1.  Written  Survey 

a.  Survey  Respondents 

The  response  rate  for  the  2012  survey  was  62.5  percent.  This  was 
much  higher  than  the  response  rate  of  36  percent  for  Navy  officers  in  the  2010 
survey  (Ferguson,  2011).  The  relatively  higher  rate  may  be  attributed  to  a  smaller 
total  NPS  target  population  in  2012,  even  though  it  included  resident  students 
and  distance  learners  as  well  as  Navy  officers  serving  as  staff  and  faculty 
members  at  NPS  as  of  November  6,  2012.  Table  1  shows  the  response  rate  of 
NPS  Navy  students  invited  to  participate  in  the  study. 
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Table  1 .  Number  of  Respondents  and  Survey  Response  Rate,  201 2 


Survey 
Requests 
Sent  Out 

Respondents 

Skipped 

Questions 

Total 

Response 

Rate 

573 

325 

33 

358 

62.5% 

Total 

Collected 

Requested 

Respondents 

358 

573 

Completely 
Filled  Out 
Surveys 

325 

325 

Rate 

90.8% 

56.7% 
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As  evidenced  in  Table  2,  the  response  rate  of  62.5  percent  is  the  highest 
of  all  six  NPS  DADT  surveys  of  Navy  officers  at  NPS. 


Table  2.  Survey  Response  Rates  and  Number  of  Comments  Submitted: 

1 994,  1 996,  1 999,  2004,  201 0,  and  201 2 


1 994a 

1 996b 

1 999c 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

60% 

8 

38% 

33 

35% 

26* 

2004d 

201 0e 

2012 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

Response  Rate 

Comments 

38% 

140* 

36% 

132* 

62.5% 

97 

a  Source:  Ferguson,  L,  III  (2011).  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers'  attitudes  toward  the  “Don't 
Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy.  (Master's  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  85-103. 


b  Source:  Garcia,  A.  E.  (2009).  Naval  officer  attitudes  toward  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy. 
(Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  71-84. 

c  Source:  Bicknell,  J.  W.  (2000).  Study  of  Naval  officers’  attitudes  toward  homosexuals  in  the 
military  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  165-176. 

d  Source:  Friery,  M.  R.  (1 997).  Trend  in  Navy  officer  attitudes  towards  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 
policy.  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  71-77. 

e  Source:  Cleveland,  F.  &  Ohl,  M.  (1994).  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy  analysis  and 
interpretation.  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  86-89 


As  previously  noted,  the  DADT  survey  was  open  to  Navy  officers  for  a 
total  of  14  days.  From  a  target  population  of  573  Navy  officers,  358  submitted  at 
least  a  partially  completed  survey  with  325  of  those  being  fully  completed.  Table 
3  shows  the  number  of  survey  forms  submitted  each  day  over  the  open  period. 
As  seen  here,  the  vast  majority  of  responses  arrived  soon  after  the  initial 
solicitation.  A  modest  surge  in  submissions  later  occurred  after  the  reminder 
email  was  distributed  on  13  November,  one  week  after  the  start. 
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Table  3.  Response  Frequencies  to  2012  DADT  Survey  by  Date  of  Response 


Date 

6-Nov 

7-Nov 

8-Nov 

9-Nov 

10-Nov 

11 -Nov 

12-Nov 

13-Nov 

Per 

Day 

1 

168 

40 

8 

2 

1 

4 

54 

Cum 

Total 

1 

169 

209 

217 

219 

220 

224 

278 

Date 

14-Nov 

15-Nov 

1 6-Nov 

1 7-Nov 

1 8-Nov 

1 9-Nov 

20-Nov 

Per 

Day 

45 

13 

10 

3 

1 

3 

5 

Cum 

Total 

323 

336 

346 

349 

350 

353 

358 

b.  Respondents’  Comments 

The  last  item  included  in  the  2012  survey  afforded  the  participants 
an  opportunity  to  submit  any  final  comments  they  deemed  related  to  the 
research.  Ninety-five  of  the  358  respondents  (nearly  27  percent)  included  a 
written  comment.  This  number  is  much  higher  than  those  reported  in  the  Navy- 
only  surveys  of  1994  and  1996  (Cleveland,  1994;  Friery  &  Ohl,  1996).  The  NPS 
surveys  administered  in  1999,  2004,  and  2010  combined  both  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps  officers,  so  the  individual  comments,  which  were  anonymous,  cannot  be 
attributed  directly  to  members  of  either  branch  of  service. 

2.  Focus  Groups 

a.  Focus  Group  Participants 

Question  58  of  the  written  survey  asked  respondents  if  they  would 
be  willing  to  participate  in  a  focus  group  to  further  inform  the  research.  Of  the  321 
people  who  answered  this  question,  32  indicated  that  they  would  contact  the 
researchers  for  more  information.  Nineteen  Navy  officers  eventually  contacted 
the  researchers  and  were  assigned  appointment  times  for  focus  group 
participation.  Eighteen  officers  participated  in  the  focus  groups. 
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D. 


DEMOGRAPHIC  CHARACTERISTICS 


1.  Written  Survey  Respondents 

The  201 2  survey  contained  six  demographic  questions: 

•  How  many  years  have  you  been  in  the  military?  (Question  52) 

•  I  am  (Gender):  (Question  53) 

•  My  race/ethnicity  is:  (Question  54) 

•  My  designator  is:  (Question  55) 

•  My  pay  grade  is:  (Question  56) 

•  Are  you  enrolled  in  a  resident  program  or  distance  learning  at 
NPS?  (Question  57) 

The  data  gathered  from  these  questions  were  compared  with  that 
provided  by  the  Director  of  the  NPS  Office  of  Institutional  Research  to  determine 
if  those  who  participated  in  the  written  survey  were  reasonably  representative  of 
the  NPS  Navy  officer  population  as  a  whole. 

A  summary  of  the  demographic  comparison  is  shown  in  Table  4.  As  seen 
here,  281  men  (85.4  percent  of  respondents)  responded  to  the  survey  along  with 
48  women  (14.6  percent).  This  compares  favorably  with  the  relative  proportions 
of  men  and  women  in  the  target  population  at  NPS.  At  the  same  time,  as  seen  in 
Table  4,  the  distribution  of  respondents  by  race/ethnicity  is  reasonably  similar  to 
that  of  the  NPS  Navy  officer  population  as  a  whole.  Respondents  from  all  Navy 
officer  pay  grades  took  part  in  the  survey  proportionally  with  respect  to  the  NPS 
target  population.  The  biggest  demographic  differences  noted  were  the 
disparities  in  enrollment  percentages.  The  survey  responses  included  a  higher 
proportion  of  resident  students  and  a  lower  proportion  of  distance  learners  than 
the  NPS  Navy  officer  population  as  a  whole.  When  compared  with  the  total  Navy 
officer  population  at  NPS  (Appendix  A:  Survey  Response  Frequencies),  the 
researchers  are  confident  that  a  reasonably  representative  sample  participated  in 
the  written  survey  for  this  research.  It  is  important  to  note,  however,  that  due  to 
possible  errors  in  the  NPS  database  caused  by  lag  time  in  recording  enrollment 
entries  and  departures  as  well  as  staff  changes  (e.g.,  some  “staff  members” 
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could  be  students  who  graduated  and  are  temporarily  assigned  here  until  their 
permanent  change  of  station),  there  are  a  few  instances  where  the  respondents 
outnumber  officers  in  the  target  population. 
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Table  4.  Demographic  Characteristics  of  Survey  Respondents  and  Naval 

Postgraduate  School  Target  Population,  2012 


Category 

Survey 

Respondents 

NPS  Target 
Population" 

Category 

Survey 

Respondents 

NPS  Target 
Population" 

Gender 

n=329 

n=573 

Pay  Grade 

n=327 

Male 

85.4% 

91.1% 

0-1 

2.4% 

0.7% 

n=281 

n=522 

n=8 

n=4 

Female 

14.6% 

8.9% 

0-2 

3.1% 

5.1% 

n=48 

n=51 

n=10 

n=29 

Race/Ethnicity 

n=330 

0-3 

55.7% 

58.8% 

n=182 

n=337 

Caucasian 

77.9% 

65.4% 

0-4 

28.4% 

24.8% 

n=257 

n=375 

n=93 

n=142 

African  American 

3.9% 

6.5% 

0-5 

8.3% 

8.0% 

n=13 

n=37 

n=27 

n=46 

Hispanic 

5.5% 

5.1% 

0-6 

2.1% 

1 .2% 

n=18 

n=29 

n=7 

n=7 

Asian/Pacific 

Islander 

3.9% 

5.8% 

Enrollment 

n=329 

n=13 

n=33 

Native  American 

1 .2% 

1 .4% 

Resident 

62.6% 

54.8% 

n=4 

n=8 

206 

n=314 

Other 

7.6% 

15.9% 

Distance  Learner 

31.6% 

43.6% 

n=25 

n=91 

n=104 

n=250 

Staff/Other 

5.8% 

1 .6% 

n=19 

n=9 

aNPS  Office  of  Institutional  Research. 

2.  Focus  Group  Participants 

Demographic  information  on  the  focus  group  participants  was  not 
collected  to  preserve  the  anonymity  of  these  officers.  It  was  noted,  however,  that 
focus  group  participants  were  demographically  diverse  based  visually  on  rank, 
gender,  race/ethnicity,  and  age. 

Due  to  the  voluntary  nature  of  focus  group  participation,  it  could  be  said 
that  any  data  gathered  from  these  sessions  would  suffer  from  a  self-selection 
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bias,  as  only  the  people  with  the  strongest  opinions  would  probably  be  eager  to 
participate.  To  compensate  for  this,  the  discussion  topics  were  worded  as 
neutrally  as  possible  and  conversations  were  strictly  kept  on  topic  by  the 
researchers  throughout  the  interviews.  Also,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
researchers  did  not  use  the  data  gathered  from  the  sessions  as  primary  evidence 
to  project  trends  in  the  attitudes  of  Navy  officers.  Rather,  focus  group  discussions 
were  used  as  anecdotal  evidence  to  further  illuminate  written  survey  responses 
and  provide  a  greater  depth  of  understanding  to  the  study  results. 

E.  TOWARD  IDENTIFYING  AND  UNDERSTANDING  TRENDS 

The  results  of  the  survey  and  focus  groups  were  compiled  and  compared 
with  those  of  the  previous  DADT  surveys  administered  at  NPS.  Cross  tabulations 
were  used  to  analyze  the  resulting  trends  and  are  discussed  in  Chapter  IV. 
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IV.  RESULTS 


A.  OVERVIEW 

This  study  shows  that  a  strong  majority  of  the  Navy  officers  who 
participated  in  the  2012  written  survey  believe  homosexuals  should  be  allowed  to 
serve  in  the  military;  an  even  stronger  proportion  of  officers  say  that 
homosexuals  should  be  tolerated  in  society.  Also  evident  is  the  majority  view  that 
homosexuals  are  born  that  way  and,  conversely,  that  homosexuality  is  not 
learned  through  societal  interaction.  While  support  for  same-sex  spousal  benefits 
took  an  unexplained  downward  turn  from  a  previous  survey,  for  the  first  time  in 
this  19-year  NPS  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  study,  a  majority  of  Navy  officers 
say  that  gays  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as  do  heterosexuals. 

In  this  chapter,  selected  results  from  the  2012  survey  are  first  compared 
with  Gallup  polling  results  to  examine  differences  between  the  attitudes  of  U.S. 
Navy  officers  and  American  adults  on  the  topics  of  homosexual  service  in  the 
armed  forces,  moral  acceptability  of  homosexuals,  same-sex  marriage,  same-sex 
marriage  and  benefits,  and  the  origins  of  homosexuality.  Next,  the  results  are 
compared  with  those  of  the  previous  NPS  DADT  surveys  conducted  by 
Cleveland  and  Ohl  in  1994,  Friery  in  1997,  Bicknell  ini 999,  Garcia  in  2004,  and 
Ferguson  in  2010  in  the  following  six  areas:  Policy,  Cohesion,  Leadership, 
Tolerance,  Unit  Effectiveness,  and  Military  Environment.  This  allows  for  trend 
analysis  spanning  the  17-plus-year  period  that  DADT  was  in  effect,  as  well  as  the 
period  since  its  removal  in  September  201 1 .  This  will  allow  for  a  thorough 
analysis  of  how  attitudes  may  or  may  not  have  changed,  as  some  survey 
respondents  have  been  able  to  go  through  the  repeal  implementation  and  see 
how  it  has  affected  the  fleet.  Finally,  attention  is  shifted  to  observe  changes  in 
attitudes  with  respect  to  demographic  information,  specifically  pay  grade  and 
time  in  service. 
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B.  DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  US  NAVY  OFFICERS  AND  SOCIETY 

1 .  Overview 

The  U.S.  military  is  roughly  representative  of  the  larger  society  by  certain 
demographic  measures  and  less  representative  by  some  others  (OUSD[PR], 
2011).  One  area  where  the  military  may  be  less  representative  of  society  relates 
generally  to  the  attitudes  and  opinions  of  military  personnel,  which  tend  to  be 
somewhat  more  conservative  than  those  of  their  civilian  counterparts.  This  divide 
has  contributed  to  what  scholars  once  described  as  a  “civil-military  gap”  (Feaver 
&  Kohn,  2001).  Consequently,  in  the  context  of  the  present  study,  it  is  important 
to  compare  the  views  of  those  in  the  military  with  society  as  a  whole  to  see  where 
certain  differences  of  opinion  may  lie. 

Throughout  this  section,  responses  to  selected  questions  from  the  2012 
written  survey  are  compared  with  those  from  various  Gallup  polls  conducted  in 
2012.  Also  shown  are  comparisons  of  these  questions  with  Gallup  polls  reported 
in  the  previous  NPS  DADT  theses.  While  the  questions  may  not  be  worded  in 
exactly  the  same  way,  the  researchers  feel  that  they  give  a  reasonably  accurate 
picture  of  similarities  and  differences  in  selected  areas  of  interest. 

2.  Homosexual  Service  in  the  Armed  Services:  Navy  Officers  vs. 

Society  Opinions  (1992-2012) 

Traditionally,  the  military  tends  to  attract  people  who  are  more 
conservative  in  their  views  than  may  be  present  throughout  the  rest  of  society 
(Feaver  &  Kohn,  2001).  By  looking  at  the  results  presented  in  Table  5,  we  see 
that,  although  both  the  Navy  and  society  have  become  more  accepting  of 
homosexuality  since  DADT  was  enacted,  the  attitudes  of  Navy  respondents  at 
NPS  seem  to  lag  consistently  behind  those  of  the  larger  society. 
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Table  5.  Homosexuals  Should  be  Allowed  to  Serve  in  the  Armed  Services: 

Comparison  of  Navy  Officers  and  Society  (1992-2012) 


Question  16.  Gays  and  Lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  our 
military.  (2010-2012)  [Homosexuals  should  not  be  restricted  from  serving 
anywhere  in  the  Navy  (1994-2004)]  (Percent  who  Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

Do  you  think  Homosexuals  should  or  should  not  be  hired  for  each  of  the  following 
occupations... The  Armed  Forces?  (Percent  who  agree  they  should  be 

allowed) 

Year 

Navy3 

Society13 

1 992/1 994 

24.6% 

57% 

1996 

35.8% 

65% 

1999 

39.2% 

70% 

2004 

49.7% 

80% 

2010 

59.8% 

76% 

2012 

73.4% 

N/A 

a  Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


b  Source:  Ferguson,  L,  III  (2011).  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers'  attitudes  toward  the  “Don't 
Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy.  (Master's  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  39. 


The  comparison  of  results  from  the  1992  Gallup  poll  and  the  1994  NPS 
survey  helps  to  explain  why  policy  makers  may  have  felt  that  DADT  was  a 
needed  policy  compromise  in  the  first  place.  While  a  majority  of  adults  in  society 
believed  that  homosexuals  should  be  allowed  to  serve  their  country  in  the  Armed 
Forces,  members  of  the  military  itself  tended  to  express  a  different  view,  and 
strongly  so.  However,  in  the  years  since  the  enactment  of  DADT,  the  rate  at 
which  acceptance  increased  has  been  greater  in  the  NPS  surveys  than  in  the 
Gallup  polls,  even  though  total  acceptance  levels  among  Navy  respondents  at 
NPS  still  tend  to  trail  those  of  the  American  adult  population. 

Since  legislation  was  passed  to  repeal  DADT,  the  issue  of  “gays  and  the 
military”  has  been  treated  as  more  or  less  resolved  in  the  political  or  policy 
landscape.  Consequently,  no  significant  polling  has  been  conducted  on  the 
subject  to  gauge  the  views  of  society  since  December  2010.  However,  it  is 
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interesting  to  see  that,  in  the  two  years  since  Congress  voted  to  repeal  DADT, 
the  proportion  of  officers  agreeing  that  gays  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in 
the  military  is  close  to  the  level  found  in  society  when  Congress  enacted  the 
repeal. 

As  shown  in  Table  5,  it  is  important  to  note  that  two  different  questions 
were  used  to  gather  data  in  the  Navy  surveys.  From  1994  to  2004,  the  question 
focuses  more  on  whether  homosexuals  should  be  allowed  to  serve  anywhere  in 
the  Navy.  In  the  two  most  recent  surveys,  Navy  officers  were  asked  to  agree  or 
disagree  that  gays  and  lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly.  Research 
from  national  polls  suggests  that  people  tend  to  be  more  accepting  in  their  stated 
views  when  the  term  “gays”  is  used  rather  than  “homosexuals”  (Hechtkopf, 
2010).  Additionally,  the  matter  of  homosexuals  serving  “anywhere”  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  they  should  be  allowed  to  also  serve  openly. 
Notwithstanding  these  differences,  we  can  draw  comparisons  between  the  two 
questions  and  a  similar  question  (homosexuals  should  be  “hired”)  from  the 
Gallup  polls.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  both  questions  were  included  on  the 
2010  survey,  with  almost  the  same  proportion  of  officers  (60.9  percent  versus 
59.8  percent)  agreeing  on  each. 

3.  Same-Sex  Marriage:  Navy  Officers  vs.  Society  Opinions  (1999- 
2012) 

Now  that  homosexuals  are  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the  military,  the 
equal  rights  movement  for  gays  has  shifted  toward  legalizing  same-sex  marriage. 
This  particular  issue  is  quite  polarizing,  since  it  has  political  and  social 
implications  as  well  as  spiritual  and  moral  ones.  As  of  January  2013,  nine  states 
— Connecticut,  Iowa,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  New 
York,  Vermont,  and  Washington — have  legalized  same-sex  marriage.  Three  of 
these  states  -  Maine,  Maryland,  and  Washington  -  became  the  first  to  legalize 
same-sex  marriage  via  popular  vote  on  6  November  2012.  An  additional  five 
states  -  Delaware,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  New  Jersey,  and  Rhode  Island  -  allow  civil 

unions  that  provide  rights  similar  to  those  of  marriage. 

34 


Even  though  a  growing  number  of  states  recognize  the  legal  union  of 
same-sex  partners,  the  federal  government  does  not.  This  is  due  to  federal 
legislation  known  as  the  Defense  of  Marriage  Act  (DOMA).  This  means  that, 
even  though  homosexuals  may  serve  openly  and  marry  a  same-sex  partner  if 
they  happen  to  live  in  one  of  those  states,  as  federal  employees  their  marriages 
are  not  recognized  as  legal  or  valid. 

DOMA  may  be  fighting  an  uphill  battle  in  the  judicial  system.  On  18 
October  2012,  the  2nd  U.S.  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  upheld  previous  rulings 
stating  that  DOMA  violates  the  Constitution’s  equal  protection  clause 
(Neumeister,  2012).  The  next  stop  is  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  where  arguments 
are  scheduled  to  be  presented  in  March  2013  (Ryznar,  2013).  Table  6  compares 
the  trends  in  attitudes  over  time  between  NPS  Navy  officers  and  society  on  the 
subject  of  same-sex  marriage. 


Table  6.  Same-Sex  Marriage:  Comparison  of  Navy  Officers  and  Society 

(1999-2012) 


Questions  38.  Homosexuals  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as 
heterosexuals  (Percent  who  Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

Do  you  think  marriages  between  same-sex  couples  should  or  should  not  be 
recognized  by  the  law  as  valid,  with  the  same  rights  as  traditional  marriages? 

(Percent  who  believe  it  should  be  valid) 

Year 

Navy3 

Society13 

1 999/2000 

N/A 

35% 

2004 

35.1% 

42% 

2010 

49.6% 

44% 

2012 

61.7% 

50% 

a  Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 

b  Source:  Gallup  (2012,  May  8).  Half  of  Americans  support  legal  gay  marriage.  Gallup  Polls. 
Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.eom/poll/1 54529/Half-Americans-Support-Legal-Gay- 
Marriage.aspx 
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The  trends  over  time  shown  in  Table  6  suggest  that  society  is  becoming 
more  comfortable  with  the  concept  of  same-sex  marriage.  As  with  most  other 
comparisons,  Navy  officers’  attitudes  initially  tended  to  lag  behind  those  of 
society  in  accepting  gays.  For  example,  in  2004,  about  35  percent  of  NPS 
officers  agreed  that  homosexuals  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as  do 
heterosexuals.  This  compares  with  42  percent  of  adult  Americans  in  2004.  By 
2010,  the  proportion  of  Navy  officers  supporting  the  rights  of  same-sex  couples 
to  marry  exceeded  levels  of  acceptance  in  the  general  population.  And  by  2012, 
almost  62  percent  of  Navy  officers  supported  these  rights,  compared  with  half  of 
those  in  the  American  population. 

One  major  reason  for  the  differences  between  the  attitudes  of  NPS  Navy 
officers  and  adult  Americans  could  relate  to  a  person’s  definition  of  “marriage.” 
In  fact,  the  2012  survey  of  NPS  Navy  officers  contained  another  question  that 
addressed  the  issue  of  same-sex  marriage:  “The  definition  of  marriage  is 
between  one  man  and  one  woman.”  Here,  53  percent  of  Navy  respondents 
agreed  or  strongly  agreed.  This  is  almost  9  percentage  points  below  their 
agreement  regarding  the  rights  of  homosexuals  to  marry.  One  explanation  for  the 
higher  proportion  of  officers  agreeing  with  the  statement  on  “rights  to  marry”  is 
that  many  officers  could  have  interpreted  it  more  as  a  question  of  “rights”  or 
“equal  rights”  than  of  marriage.  Removing  the  term,  “same  rights,”  and  referring 
more  directly  to  “one  man  and  one  woman”  can  create  a  different  context  in  the 
minds  of  these  respondents.  Indeed,  one  focus  group  participant  captured  the 
idea  that  secular  rights  or  the  legal  aspects  of  marriage  differ  from  religious 
principles:  “It  goes  back  to  your  religion  and  your  morals,  I  think.  I  am  always 
going  to  think  that  marriage  is  for  a  man  and  a  woman  only  and  that  is  the  way — 
nothing  is  going  to  change  that.  But,  I  feel  like,  in  the  future,  DOMA  is  going  to 
change.  I  mean,  I  would  guess  that  it  is  only  a  matter  of  time  before  it  changes.” 

Many  other  focus  group  participants  had  similar  feelings,  but  also  offered 
solutions  as  to  how  the  federal  government  might  be  able  to  compromise.  Said 
one  focus  group  participant:  “I  understand  a  little  bit  of  the  marriage  aspect,  the 
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religious  marriage  aspect,  they  don’t  want  it  to  be  called  marriage,  but  I  think  that 
they  should — there  are  other  states  that  have  established  partner  civil  unions.  So 
I  think  the  military  should  pretty  much  just  go  the  same  route  and  just  give 
them — they  would  essentially  have  all  the  same  benefits,  they  are  just  not  calling 
it  marriage.”  Added  another:  “I  don’t  think  gay  people  are  trying  to  usurp  the 
meaning  and  the  religious  connotation  behind  marriage,  they  just — I  think  it  really 
is  just  about  the  benefits.  At  least  in  the  English  language,  except  for  the  civil 
union  thing,  that  is  just  the  concept  and  whether  you  get  married  in  a  church  or  in 
a  court  house  you  are  still  filing  the  paperwork  through  the  courthouse,  so  that  it 
is  recognized  by  your  state...  and  so,  if  people  are  hung  up  on  the  issue  of 
terminology,  well  that  is  easy  to  fix  I  think  without  stepping  on  toes.” 

4.  Same-Sex  Marriage  and  Benefits:  Navy  Officers  vs.  Society 
Opinions  (2000-2012) 

From  the  military’s  perspective,  the  issue  of  same-sex  marriage  is  tied 
closely  to  spousal  benefits.  Benefits  provided  to  the  spouses  of  service  members 
are  among  the  best  offered  by  any  organization,  public  or  private.  However, 
because  DOMA  does  not  recognize  same-sex  spouses  as  the  legal  dependents 
of  military  members,  they  are  not  entitled  to  any  of  the  benefits  given  to  the 
spouses  of  opposite-sex  marriages.  These  benefits  include  health  care,  hospital 
visitation  rights,  and  relocation  services  for  Permanent  Change  of  Station 
transfers,  among  others.  Table  7  compares  the  trends  in  attitudes  between  Navy 
officers  at  NPS  and  the  general  public,  as  polled  by  Gallup,  on  the  issue  of  same- 
sex  marriage  and  benefits. 
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Table  7.  Same-Sex  Spousal  Benefits:  Comparison  of  Navy  Officers  and 

Society  (2004-2012) 


Question  44.  Same-sex  spouses  of  homosexual  service  members  should  be 
entitled  to  the  same  benefits  provided  to  the  spouses  of  heterosexual  service 
members?  (2012)  [If  homosexuals  were  allowed  to  serve  openly,  their 
dependents  should  be  entitled  the  same  benefits  provided  to  dependents  of 
heterosexuals?  (2004-2010)]  (Percent  who  Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

Do  you  think  there  should  or  should  not  be  health  insurance  and  other  employee 
benefits  for  gay  and  lesbian  domestic  partners  or  spouses?  (Percent  who 

believe  there  should  be) 

Year 

Navy3 

Society13 

2004 

69.2% 

N/A 

2009/2010 

76.5% 

67% 

2012 

70.2% 

77% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


b  Source:  Gallup  (2012,  December  17).  Americans  favor  rights  for  gays,  lesbians  to  inherit,  adopt. 
Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll/159272/americans-favor-rights-gays- 
lesbians-inherit-adopt.aspx 


As  seen  in  Table  7,  the  results  for  both  Navy  officers  and  adult  Americans 
show  substantial  support  for  gay  and  lesbian  spouses  having  the  same  benefits 
as  their  opposite-sex  counterparts.  Although  the  results  in  Gallup  polls  show 
increasing  agreement  from  2010  to  2012,  one  cannot  determine  whether  two 
data  points  constitute  a  trend.  Similarly,  survey  results  for  NPS  Navy  officers 
show  an  increase  from  2004  to  2010,  followed  by  a  drop  of  over  six  percentage 
points  in  201 2. One  explanation  for  this  seeming  decline  in  support  could  be  that 
survey  respondents  were  asked  a  different  question  in  2012  than  they  were  in 
2010,  due  to  the  need  for  rewording  after  DADT’s  repeal.  Indeed,  the  pre-repeal 
question  establishes  a  hypothetical  condition,  “if  homosexuals  were  allowed  to 
serve  openly,”  which  could  have  encouraged  somewhat  greater  agreement  with 
the  premise  of  “same  benefits.”  Nevertheless,  one  can  conclude  from  this 
comparison  that  the  attitudes  of  NPS  Navy  officers  seem  to  be  on  par  with  those 
of  society  regarding  this  particular  subject. 
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Focus  group  participants  weighed  in  on  the  subject  as  well,  and  offered  a 

number  of  observations: 

•  “I  think  they  should  be  afforded  the  same  benefits  that  a  man  and  a  woman 
union  should.  Absolutely.” 

•  “The  fact  that  somebody  is  denied  benefits  is  just  the  same  as  someone 
being  denied  the  right  to  serve.  It  is  still  a  ‘right.’  I  don’t  think  it  is  a  privilege;  I 
think  it  is  a  right.” 

•  “What  I  would  call  the  standard  would  be  if  you  pay  for  it  for  a  traditional 
couple,  you  pay  for  it  for  a  nontraditional  couple  or  a  gay  and  lesbian  couple. 
If  it  is  a  unique  cost  to  them.  .  .  when  you  get  into  the  area  where  you  have  to 
decide  whether  it  would  be  covered....  Like  I  am  not  going  to  pay  for  how  you 
get  pregnant,  but  once  you  are,  then,  yes,  we  will  cover  it.” 

•  “For  them  to  say,  ‘well,  yes,  you  are  a  same-sex  couple,  so  when  he  is  in  the 
hospital  dying  you  can’t  go  into  the  hospital  room  because  you  are  not  family.’ 
That  is  not  really  acceptable  to  me.  And  the  same  way  with  the  benefits.  They 
are  a  same-sex  couple,  we  have  said  that  you  can  be  in  the  military,  so  now 
they  are  being  separated  from  that  and  say,  ‘Okay,  well  yes  you  can  be  a 
same-sex  couple,  you  can  serve  in  the  military,  but  when  he  goes  into  a 
combat  zone  and  dies  and  gets  blown  up,  you  don’t  get  any  benefits  because 
you  are  not  family.’  I  just — I  don’t  see  that  as  being  acceptable  for  very  long.” 

•  “DOMA  in  particular  is  really,  really  damaging,  I  think,  to  morale  because 
some  of  them  had  been...  in  a  civil  union  with  another  person  for  years.  They 
had  been  away  from  that  person  for  also  literally  years  because  of — there  is 
no  right  of  colocation  or  anything  like  that.  They  can’t — especially  if  they  are 
‘dual  military’  [joint-service  couple]  and  in  some  cases  some  of  them  got  put 
overseas  and  there  they  couldn’t  bring  their  significant  other  with  them.  So  I 
think  it  is  extremely  damaging  from  a  morale  standpoint.” 

•  “If  you  are  a  commanding  officer  and  your  E-4  sailor  or  an  E-3  sailor  comes 

up  and  says,  ‘Hey  my  life  partner  just  got  in  a  bus  accident  and  I  am  now 
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financially  ruined  because  I  have  to  pay  his  bills  because  the  Navy  won’t  give 
my  family  benefits.  I  hate  you,  I  hate  the  Navy.  I  hate  this  command.’  On  and 
on  we  go.  It  becomes  an  equal  protection  under  the  law  kind  of  a  problem  and 
I  am  afraid  that  is  going  to  hurt  readiness  tremendously,  and  as  soon  as  that 
first  gay  lover  needs  medical  care  or  something  like  that,  some  other  benefit 
that  is  provided  to  other  spouses.” 

•  “I  can’t  imagine  how  you  would  handle  something  like  [death  notification]  and 
go  up  to  somebody  and  say,  ‘You  know,  yes,  I  realize  you  were  the  legal 
spouse  of  this  other  service  member  in  the  eyes  of  your  state,  and  I  realize 
that  his  whole  family  accepts  you,  but  we  can’t  really  give  you  any  sort  of 
military  honors  or  anything  else  because  we  can’t  acknowledge  that  you  guys 
were  married.’” 

5.  Origins  of  Homosexuality  (Genetics  or  Environment):  Navy 
Officers  Vs.  Society  Opinions  (1994-2012) 

Tables  8  and  9  show  a  comparison  of  attitudes  held  by  Navy  officers  at 
NPS  and  society  on  the  origins  of  homosexuality,  specifically  concerning  whether 
individuals  are  “born  gay”  or  if  it  is  something  “learned”  through  one’s  upbringing 
or  environment.  Because  these  tables  illustrate  opposing  views,  it  makes  sense 
that  the  trends  shown  are  also  inversely  proportional.  Since  the  first  NPS  DADT 
survey,  the  proportion  of  respondents  who  agreed  that  homosexuality  is  due  to 
genetics  has  consistently  increased  from  about  33  percent  in  1994  to  59  percent 
in  2012.  Since  the  responses  to  statements  do  not  allow  officers  to  opt  out  of 
agreeing  or  disagreeing,  one  can  assume  that  the  proportion  of  respondents  who 
believe  homosexuality  is  “learned  through  society  interaction”  has  decreased 
from  about  52  percent  in  1994  to  35  percent  in  2012.  Thus,  during  this  period,  the 
proportions  have  more  or  less  reversed  themselves. 
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Table  8.  Origin  of  Homosexuality  (Genetics):  Comparison  of  Navy  Officers 

and  Society  (1994-2012) 


Question  4.  Homosexuals  are  born  that  way  (Percent  who  Strongly  Agree  or 

Agree)3 

In  your  view,  is  being  gay  or  lesbian  something  a  person  is  born  with,  (or)  due  to 
factors  such  as  upbringing  and  environment?  (Percent  who  believe  it  is 

something  with  which  they  are  born)b 

Year 

Navy3 

Society13 

1994 

32.6% 

N/A 

1996 

36.4% 

31% 

1999 

40.2% 

34% 

2004 

53.0% 

37% 

2010 

53.2% 

36% 

2012 

59.2% 

40% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


b  Source:  Gallup  (2012,  May  14).  U.S.  acceptance  of  gay/lesbian  relations  is  the  new  normal. 
Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll/154634/Acceptance-Gay-Lesbian- 
Relations-New-Normal.aspx 


The  attitudes  of  adult  Americans  on  the  origins  of  homosexuality  similarly 
shift  toward  genetics  from  one  year  to  the  next,  although  the  total  proportion  of 
the  general  population  who  support  the  genetic  theory  (40  percent  in  2012)  is 
much  lower  than  among  NPS  officers.  Part  of  this  difference  may  be  explained  by 
the  fact  that  the  Gallup  poll  offered  three  responses  (“born  with,”  “upbringing  and 
environment,”  and  “don’t  know”),  unlike  the  forced  choice  in  the  NPS  survey. 
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Table  9.  Origin  of  Homosexuality  (Society  Interaction):  Comparison  of  Navy 

Officers  and  Society  (1994-2012) 


Question  5.  Homosexual  orientation  is  learned  through  society  interaction  and 
can  be  changed  at  will.  (Percent  who  Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

In  your  view,  is  being  gay  or  lesbian  something  a  person  is  born  with,  (or)  due  to 
factors  such  as  upbringing  and  environment?  (Percent  who  believe  it  is  due  to 

upbringing  and  environment)3 

Year 

Navy3 

Society3 

1994 

51.7% 

N/A 

1996 

45.4% 

40% 

2000 

45.0% 

44% 

2004 

39.8% 

41% 

2010 

35.8% 

37% 

2012 

35.4% 

35% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


b  Source:  Gallup  (2012,  May  14).  U.S.  acceptance  of  gay/lesbian  relations  is  the  new  normal. 
Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll/154634/Acceptance-Gay-Lesbian- 
Relations-New-Normal.aspx 


C.  TREND  ANALYSIS  IN  US  NAVY  OFFICERS’  ATTITUDES  OVER  A 

NINETEEN-YEAR  PERIOD 

1 .  Overview 

This  section  analyzes  several  categories  of  statements  that  were  used 
consistently  in  the  NPS  surveys  for  measuring  the  attitudes  of  service  members 
toward  DADT.  Specifically,  the  trend  analysis  seeks  to  discover  if  the  views  of 
NPS  Navy  officers  have  changed  over  the  nineteen-year  period  covered  by  the 
six  surveys.  Survey  statements  were  combined  around  the  following  categories: 
Policy,  Cohesion,  Leadership,  Tolerance,  Unit  Effectiveness,  and  Military 
Environment.  The  results  of  the  six  surveys  from  1 994  to  201 2  can  help  in 
identifying  trends  and  in  making  more  calculated  policy  decisions  in  the  years 
ahead. 


42 


2. 


Policy 


Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  policy  is  intended  to  support  the  readiness 
of  all  military  branches  by  maintaining  high  standards  of  conduct  and 
performance  (DoD  Directive  1332.14).  The  repeal  of  DADT  in  December  2010 
and  subsequent  implementation  in  September  201 1  allows  all  service  members 
to  be  open  and  honest  about  their  sexual  orientation,  should  they  choose  to  do 
so.  Although  this  new  policy  has  now  been  placed  into  effect,  standards 
pertaining  to  service  member  conduct  will  more  or  less  remain  unchanged. 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  compare  trend  results  for  the  most  recent  survey 
on  questions  regarding  policy  due  the  fact  that  the  questions  ask  opinions  about 
the  “current  policy,”  and  this  is  the  first  study  where  the  “current  policy”  is  actually 
different  than  for  every  other  study.  However,  reasonable  conclusions  can  still  be 
made  as  to  whether  this  new  policy  has  had  any  effect  on  opinions  when 
compared  with  its  predecessor.  Table  10  shows  the  results  of  all  six  studies 
concerning  attitudes  regarding  DoD’s  homosexual  policy. 


Table  10.  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  Regarding  Homosexual 

Policy  (1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

2.  Full  acceptance  of 

homosexuals  in  the  military  sends 
the  wrong  message  to  the  rest  of 
society. 

72.9% 

65.8% 

59.1% 

46.2% 

35.6% 

24.3% 

15.  The  current  policy  protects  the 
rights  of  all  sailors,  regardless  of 
sexual  orientation. 

35.5% 

50.4% 

55.4% 

53.9% 

48.6% 

75.0% 

18.  The  current  policy  is  good  for 
national  defense. 

18.0% 

29.6% 

35.7% 

46.1% 

51 .6% 

67.4% 

33.  On  the  whole,  1  like  the 
current  policy  better  than  the  old 
policy. 

23.3% 

29.8% 

44.2% 

56.6% 

63.6% 

67.3% 

Questions  and  percentages  found  in  Appendix  A. 
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Each  question  that  was  asked  on  the  subject  of  policy  shows  an  increased 
level  of  acceptance  toward  the  repeal  of  DADT.  For  example,  the  continued  trend 
of  decreasing  agreement  with  the  statement  in  Question  2,  “Full  acceptance  of 
homosexuals  in  the  military  sends  the  wrong  message  to  the  rest  of  society,” 
suggests  that  the  vast  majority  of  respondents  see  the  military  as  finally  catching 
up  with  the  rest  of  society.  As  one  focus  group  participant  commented  on  the 
repeal  of  DADT:  “Yes,  it  is  reflective  of  where  society  in  general  is  going.  I  think  it 
is  appropriate.  It  is  time  to  move  on  and  make  homosexuality  less  of  an  issue  in 
the  military.” 

Results  for  the  statement  in  Question  15,  “The  current  policy  protects  the 
rights  of  all  sailors,  regardless  of  sexual  orientation,”  are  particularly  interesting. 
From  1996-2010,  the  results  suggest  no  discernible  shift  in  attitudes,  staying 
around  the  50-percent  level.  It  is  reasonable  to  think  that  agreement  with  the 
statement  could  have  decreased  due  to  two  separate  factors.  First,  some 
heterosexual  officers  could  have  felt  as  though  their  rights  were  being  less 
protected  by  the  repeal  of  DADT,  but  with  such  high  acceptance  rates  regarding 
gays  throughout  the  survey,  that  seems  to  not  be  the  case.  Second,  some 
respondents  in  2010  could  have  thought  that,  even  though  DADT  would  soon  be 
repealed,  not  everyone’s  rights  were  being  protected  by  other  policies  (such  as 
DOMA)  that  deny  certain  benefits  to  homosexual  service  members.  In  the  end,  it 
seems  as  though  most  officers  did  not  take  that  into  account  when  responding  to 
the  question.  And,  ultimately,  after  the  repeal  of  DADT,  75  percent  of  Navy 
officers  agreed  that  the  “current  policy”  protected  the  rights  of  everyone. 

The  last  two  questions  listed  in  Table  10  really  get  at  the  heart  of  attitudes 
toward  DADT  and,  subsequently,  its  removal.  One  way  of  interpreting  the 
combined  results  of  Questions  18  and  33  is  to  conclude  that  Navy  officers 
seemingly  became  more  comfortable  with  DADT  as  the  years  progressed.  This 
would  include  officers  who  were  opposed  to  the  inclusionary  aspects  of  the  policy 
(gays  were  allowed  to  serve  in  silence)  in  early  years  as  well  as  those  who  may 
have  seen  the  policy  become  less  restrictive  or  even  doomed  for  repeal  by  2010. 
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By  2012,  in  the  post-repeal  environment,  roughly  two-thirds  of  respondents  could 
agree  that  not  having  DADT  is  good  for  national  defense  and  preferable  to  its 
alternative.  One  focus  group  participant  offered  a  unique  perspective  on  the 
subject: 

I  was  in  the  Navy  when  it  [DADT]  was  put  in  place  back  in  1993  and 
I  thought  it  was  flawed  from  the  beginning.  I  just  didn’t  see  a  reason 
for  it  and  thought  it  was  a  useful  discriminator  in  terms  of  security 
clearance  and  just  health  and  other  behavioral  aspects  and  things 
that  it  was  useful  for  the  military  to  have  that  as  a  qualifier.  So,  you 
know,  the  repeal  of  it  two  years  ago  it  is  not  like — okay,  it  was  kind 
of  flawed  to  begin  with,  anyway.  So,  it  prevents  people  from  having 
to  kind  of  hide  or  to  mask  themselves. 

The  statement  in  Question  41,  “The  repeal  of  DADT  was  the  correct 
course  of  action  for  the  Department  of  Defense,”  is  not  included  in  Table  10  since 
it  was  presented  for  the  first  time  in  2012.  Nevertheless,  agreement  with  this 
statement  by  Navy  officers  (70  percent)  corresponds  well  with  their  responses  to 
Questions  18  and  33  (67  percent  agreement  on  both).  It  should  also  be  noted 
that,  even  though  a  majority  of  respondents  favored  DADT’s  repeal,  one  focus 
group  participant  did  feel  that  it  at  least  had  a  purpose  initially: 

I  do  think  it  was  a  stepping-stone  though,  regardless  of  the  amount 
of  time  that  it  took  to  change.  It  was  a  stepping-stone,  which  led  to 
where  we  are  now  because  that  started  changing  mindsets  and 
started  making  people  think  about  it.  So,  in  that  aspect,  it  was  a 
good  thing.  The  length  of  time,  well,  only  the  public  can  really 
change  things,  and  they  finally  did. 

Finally,  it  is  important  to  examine  attitudes  toward  the  implementation  of 
the  repeal.  Question  42  asked  respondents  whether  they  agreed  with  the 
statement,  “The  training  I  received  from  the  Navy  prior  to  the  repeal  of  DADT  was 
effective.”  About  72  percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  that  they  received 
effective  training  on  what  the  new  policy  would  entail.  As  one  focus  group 
participant  commented:  “I  will  say  at  least  the  way  it  was  done  in  my  command, 
the  training  was  pretty  well  done  from  a  roll  down  there.  With  me,  there  were  no 
questions  on  what  the  policy  actually  was,  what  it  entails.  It  was  well  done,  I 
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think.”  However,  some  respondents  felt  that  the  three-stage  training  employed 
by  the  Navy  was  “a  little  too  much.”  One  focus  group  participant  offered  this 
opinion:  “I  felt  that  it  was  almost  a  little  oversensitive....  Especially  in  the  military 
environment  where  we  are  used  to  just  taking  orders  and  marching  on.  It  almost 
seemed  like  they  overemphasized  it,  whereas  I  think  a  lot  of  us  would  have  just 
been  okay  with  a  memo  saying,  These  are  the  changes  and  carry  on.’” 

3.  Cohesion 

General  Edward  Meyer,  former  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  once  defined  unit 
cohesion  as  “the  bonding  together  of  soldiers  in  such  a  way  as  to  sustain  their 
will  and  commitment  to  each  other,  the  unit,  and  mission  accomplishment, 
despite  combat  or  mission  stress”  (Horn  &  Walker,  2008,  pp. 76-77).  From  sports 
teams  to  military  units,  most  will  agree  that  talent  and  ability  do  not  necessarily 
matter  if  members  cannot  work  together  as  one  cohesive  unit.  As  one  focus 
group  participant  observed  on  whether  readiness  can  be  rigidly  defined: 
“Readiness  is  not  just  having  the  right  people  in  place,  because  you  can  have  90 
percent  of  your  manning.  But  that  90  percent  of  your  manning  may  or  may  not 
work  together  cohesively  as  a  team.” 

Table  11  looks  at  trends  in  officers’  attitudes  on  questions  dealing  with 
factors  that  relate  to  unit  cohesion.  As  seen  here,  across  the  board,  respondents 
generally  expressed  increasing  levels  of  acceptance  on  issues  such  as  trust, 
personal  interaction,  and  comfort  levels,  all  of  which  play  into  unit  cohesion. 

Question  51,  presented  for  the  first  time  in  the  2012  survey,  specifically 
addresses  unit  cohesion:  “How  has  the  repeal  affected  unit  cohesion  in  the 
Navy?”  For  this  question,  officers  were  provided  with  five  choices:  strongly 
positive,  positive,  no  effect,  negative,  and  strongly  negative.  A  majority  of 
respondents,  61.2  percent,  felt  that  the  repeal  had  no  effect  on  unit  cohesion.  At 
the  same  time,  19.7  percent  of  respondents  felt  that  it  had  a  strongly  positive  or 
positive  effect,  while  16.1  percent  felt  it  had  a  strongly  negative  or  negative 
effect.  One  of  the  focus  group  participants  shared  his  feelings  on  the  subject:  “I 
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remember  right  after  it  [DADT  repeal]  was  instituted,  it  wasn’t  a  big  change  for 
anyone.  It  was  just  a  normal  day  at  work.  It  is  not  really  a  big  issue...  it  is  a 
reflection  of  our  society’s  changing.  It  will  continue  to  change  and  become  more 
accepting.” 


Table  1 1 .  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  Regarding  Cohesion 

(1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

9.  Allowing  homosexual  personnel 
within  the  Navy  can  cause  the 
downfall  of  good  order  and 
discipline. 

78.8% 

66.5% 

58.8% 

51.5% 

36.9% 

26.7% 

13.  Homosexuals  can  be  trusted 
with  secret  military  documents. 

70.4% 

79.6% 

83.2% 

88.6% 

94.8% 

93.0% 

20.  1  feel  uncomfortable  in  the 
presence  of  homosexuals  and 
have  difficulty  interacting  normally 
with  them. 

57.8% 

44.2% 

36.4% 

21.0% 

17.5% 

16.0% 

25.  Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable 
in  a  combat  situation. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1 1 .8% 

10.6% 

37.  The  presence  of  a 
homosexual  in  my  unit  would 
interfere  with  mission 

accomplishment. 

N/A 

50.7% 

43.7% 

35.9% 

25.8% 

18.1% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


The  results  for  Question  9,  “Allowing  homosexual  personnel  in  the  military 
can  cause  the  downfall  of  good  order  and  discipline,”  show  a  significant  decrease 
in  opinions  that  allowing  homosexuals  to  serve  openly  would  threaten  certain 
military  conditions.  Another  integral  aspect  of  unit  cohesion  is  shipmates’  ability 
to  trust  one  another.  When  examining  the  results  of  Question  13,  even  though 
the  amount  of  agreement  slightly  decreased  from  2010  to  2012,  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  respondents  still  agree  that  homosexuals  can  be 
trusted  with  classified  information.  Question  25,  “Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable 
in  a  combat  situation,”  deals  with  being  able  to  trust  one’s  fellow  service  member 
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when  the  bullets  start  flying,  which  is  the  most  crucial  time  to  be  a  cohesive  unit. 
Although  this  question  appeared  on  only  two  surveys,  the  fact  that  so  few  of  the 
respondents  agreed  with  this  statement  shows  that  trust  is  of  minor  concern 
when  it  comes  to  sexual  orientation.  As  one  focus  group  participant  observed:  “I 
think  at  the  end  of  the  day,  regardless  if  someone  is  homosexual,  if  they  have  the 
courage  to  be  on  the  front  lines  to  do  their  job,  that  is  respected  universally  and  I 
just  don’t  think  it  ends  up  trumping  everything  else.”  Another  chimed  in:  “I  don’t 
think  it  is  going  to  affect  it  at  all  because  as  long  as  your  ship  is  ready  to  go  and 
your  sailors  always  step  up  to  the  plate  and  it  doesn’t  matter  their  skin  color,  what 
language  they  speak,  or  their  sexuality,  but  they  always  deliver  and  we  always 
get  the  mission  done.” 

Questions  20  and  37  both  deal  with  personal  interactions  and  how  they 
may  affect  unit  cohesion.  Question  20,  “I  feel  uncomfortable  in  the  presence  of 
homosexuals  and  have  difficulty  interacting  normally  with  them,”  suggests  that, 
as  time  has  passed,  more  and  more  heterosexual  Navy  officers  are  becoming 
comfortable  interacting  with  homosexuals  on  a  regular  basis.  Although  the  rate  of 
increase  for  comfort  levels  has  slowed  since  2004,  the  fact  that  they  have  still 
increased  is  significant,  given  that  homosexuals  can  now  be  open  about  their 
sexuality.  The  same  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  analyzing  the  trends  in 
Question  37,  “The  presence  of  a  homosexual  in  my  unit  would  interfere  with 
mission  accomplishment.”  Agreement  with  that  statement  has  steadily  declined 
from  50.7  percent  in  1996  to  18.1  percent  in  2012.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
results  from  Question  20,  and  suggests  that  most  of  the  officers  who  feel 
generally  uncomfortable  around  homosexuals  could  be  the  same  ones  who  feel 
mission  accomplishment  would  be  adversely  affected  if  there  were  a  homosexual 
in  their  unit. 

4.  Leadership 

Survey  respondents  answered  three  questions  on  the  topic  of 
homosexuality  with  regard  to  leadership.  Two  of  these  questions  dealt  with 


48 


homosexuals  serving  in  leadership  positions,  and  one  question  asked  about 
participants’  willingness  to  follow  an  order  to  work  with  a  homosexual  service 
member.  The  results  in  Table  12  show  that  Navy  officers  are  much  more  likely  to 
accept  working  with  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer  than  they  have  been  in 
the  past.  Also,  Question  21  shows  that  80.6  percent  are  confident  that  “a  division 
officer’s  sexual  preference  has  no  effect  on  the  officer’s  ability  to  lead.”  Finally, 
86  percent  of  the  officers  responded  positively  that  it  would  not  be  difficult 
working  with  a  homosexual  if  ordered  to  by  a  Commanding  Officer. 


Table  12.  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  Regarding  Leadership 

(1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

7.  1  would  have  no  difficulty 
working  for  a  homosexual 
Commanding  Officer. 

30.4% 

37.2% 

42.5% 

60.5% 

67.6% 

77.3% 

21 .  A  division  officer’s  sexual 
preference  has  no  effect  on  the 
officer’s  ability  to  lead. 

38.3% 

53.2% 

55.8% 

63.5% 

74.7% 

80.6% 

27.  1  would  have  no  difficulty 
obeying  an  order  from  the 
Commanding  Officer  to  work  with 
a  homosexual  co-worker  on  a 
difficult  or  dangerous  assignment. 

49.7% 

61.6% 

67.3% 

77.9% 

80.1% 

86.0% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


While  it  may  be  interesting  to  note  a  12.5  percentage-point  difference 
when  comparing  responses  in  the  2010  survey  on  Question  7  with  responses  to 
Question  27  (Ferguson,  2010),  what  is  more  interesting  are  the  trends  exhibited 
in  each  question’s  responses  from  2010  to  2012.  Ferguson  rightly  pointed  out  in 
2010  that  “identifying  the  Commanding  Officer  as  being  gay  produces  a 
proportionately  less  favorable  attitude  among  the  officer  respondents.”  However, 
when  examining  survey  responses  from  2010  to  2012,  the  trends  indicate  that 
acceptance  of  working  for  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer  (Questions  7)  has 
increased  by  nearly  10  percentage  points,  along  with  increases  of  about  6 
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percentage  points  each  for  Questions  21  and  27.  Thus,  the  results  from  2012 
suggest  that  NPS  Navy  officers’  attitudes  toward  homosexuality  in  leadership 
continue  to  grow  more  positive  and  accepting. 

5.  Tolerance 

Survey  participants  were  asked  to  respond  to  several  questions  regarding 
the  subject  of  tolerance  of  homosexuals  serving  in  the  military.  Table  13  shows 
the  results  from  seven  questions,  two  of  which  were  included  on  all  six  surveys 
from  1994  to  2012. 

Certain  questions  were  added  over  time  due  to  the  policy  changes 
occurring  within  the  military.  One  of  these  was  Question  45,  “The  repeal  of  DADT 
makes  it  less  likely  that  I  will  stay  in  the  Navy  past  my  current  service  obligation,” 
which  replaced  “If  homosexuals  were  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the  Navy  I  would 
resign  my  commission”  on  the  2012  survey.  As  seen  in  Table  12,  the  percentage 
of  NPS  Navy  officers  who  agreed  with  the  newer  statement  increased  by  nearly 
five  percentage  points  from  2010  to  2012,  which  seems  to  go  against  other 
trends  of  greater  acceptance  in  the  survey.  At  the  same  time,  this  particular  result 
may  be  explained  by  the  changed  wording  in  the  newer  question.  That  is,  it  is 
much  easier  for  an  officer  to  exit  the  military  after  having  completed  a  service 
agreement  (question  asked  in  2012)  than  it  would  be  for  an  officer  to  resign  a 
commission  (question  asked  in  1996-2010).  Had  this  question  been  asked  in  its 
previous  form  on  the  2012  survey,  the  data  would  probably  indicate  a  sustained 
decreasing  trend. 
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Table  13.  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  Regarding  Tolerance  of 

Homosexuals  (1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

3.  1  would  prefer  not  to  have 
homosexuals  in  my  command. 

82.2% 

77.7% 

66.5% 

54.5% 

38.3% 

27.8% 

11.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be 
tolerated  in  our  society. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

88.6% 

90.3% 

14.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be 
tolerated  in  our  military. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

74.2% 

79.5% 

16.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be 
allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the 
U.S.  military. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

59.8% 

73.4% 

31 .  Compared  with  my  peers,  1 
consider  myself  more  tolerant  on 
the  issue  of  homosexuals  in  the 
military. 

56.1% 

64.2% 

70.6% 

70.1% 

75.8% 

69.4% 

34.  My  attitude  toward 

homosexuals  has  become  more 
tolerant  since  the  current  policy 
was  adopted 

N/A 

1 5.6% 

69.7% 

89.9% 

27.2% 

18.9% 

45.  The  repeal  of  DADT  makes  it 
less  likely  that  1  will  stay  in  the 
Navy  past  my  current  service 
obligation.  [If  homosexuals  were 
allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the 
Navy  1  would  resign  my 
commission  (1996-2010)] 

N/A 

1 9.8% 

26.9% 

8.4% 

7.6% 

12.5% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


Interestingly,  although  tolerance  appears  to  be  increasing  overall  from 
1994  through  2012,  a  higher  percentage  of  people  agree  with  Question  11, 
“Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  society”  (90.3  percent)  than  with 
Question  14,  “Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  military”  (79.5 
percent).  Also,  27.8  percent  agree  with  Question  3,  “I  would  prefer  not  to  have 
homosexuals  in  my  command.”  It  almost  appears  as  if  there  is  a  double 
standard  still  in  place  for  some  officers  when  it  comes  to  considering  homosexual 
service  members. 
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At  first  glance,  the  results  from  Question  34  make  it  appear  as  if  tolerance 
has  taken  a  nosedive  since  2004,  as  the  proportion  of  respondents  claiming  to  be 
“more  tolerant”  dropped  from  89.9  percent  to  18.9  percent  in  2012;  however,  this 
is  not  the  case  at  all.  It  is  important  to  point  out  that,  even  though  the  current 
policy  may  have  altered  the  way  some  people  feel  about  homosexuals,  it  is  more 
likely  that  it  had  very  little  effect  at  all.  This  question  would  have  been  more 
appropriately  asked  had  it  included  a  “no  effect”  or  “neutral”  response,  but  for  the 
sake  of  survey  continuity,  the  response  options  could  not  be  altered. 

Overall,  results  from  these  questions  suggest  an  increasing  level  of 
tolerance  toward  homosexuals  serving  in  the  military  and  also  in  society  more 
generally.  Concerning  the  DADT  policy  implementation  and  subsequent  repeal, 
one  focus  group  participant  summed  up  the  issue  of  tolerance  by  saying: 

I  think  that  policy  kind  of  reflected  that  particular  time,  and  I  think  it 
would  have  been  difficult  for  people  to,  at  that  time,  completely 
accept  openly  gay  people  in  the  military.  I  think  with  the  passage  of 
almost  two  decades,  .  .  .it  has  made  it  easier.  As  you  get  younger 
generations  that  are  typically  more  open  to  things  like  sexual 
orientation,  then  it  doesn’t  become  as  big  of  a  deal  as  it  was  twenty 
years  ago. 

6.  Unit  Effectiveness 

When  the  repeal  of  DADT  was  being  debated  in  Congress  in  2010,  unit 
effectiveness  was  at  the  heart  of  the  debate.  General  John  Amos,  Commandant 
of  the  Marine  Corps  at  the  time,  offered  his  opinion  as  to  why  DADT  should 
continue  when  he  testified  to  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee.  General 
Amos  felt  strongly  that  repealing  DADT  would  create  a  “strong  potential  for 
disruption  at  the  small-unit  level,”  and  “disruption  of  the  successful  execution  of 
our  current  combat  mission  should  repeal  be  implemented  at  this  time  (“Military 
Chiefs  Cast  Doubt,”  2010).”  Other  arguments  were  made  that  repeal  would 
adversely  affect  recruitment  and  personnel  retention,  thus  harming  the  all¬ 
volunteer  military  and  its  ability  to  put  effective  units  on  the  battlefield.  Table  14 
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shows  trends  in  NPS  Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  questions  dealing  with  the  topic 
of  unit  effectiveness. 


Table  14.  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  Regarding  Unit 

Effectiveness  (1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

9.  Allowing  homosexual  personnel 
within  the  Navy  can  cause  the 
downfall  of  good  order  and 
discipline. 

78.8% 

66.5% 

58.8% 

51.5% 

36.9% 

26.7% 

25.  Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable 
in  a  combat  situation. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1 1 .8% 

10.6% 

32.  Allowing  gays  and  lesbians  to 
serve  openly  in  the  military 
increases  the  overall 

effectiveness  of  the  armed  forces. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

46.5% 

60.9% 

37.  The  presence  of  a 
homosexual  in  my  unit  would 
interfere  with  mission 

accomplishment. 

N/A 

50.7% 

43.7% 

35.9% 

25.8% 

18.1% 

Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


The  results  from  Question  32  summarize  Navy  officers’  feelings  on  how 
“effectiveness”  has  been  influenced,  from  a  positive  perspective,  by  the  repeal  of 
DADT.  As  seen  here,  about  61  percent  of  respondents  agreed  that  the  repeal 
“increases  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  armed  forces”;  this  is  notably  higher 
than  the  46.5  percent  of  officers  who  agreed  in  2010.  Also  telling  is  that  only  10.6 
percent  of  respondents  agreed  that  “gay  men  would  not  be  reliable  in  a  combat 
situation.”  As  seen  in  Table  13,  since  the  inception  of  DADT,  with  each 
successive  survey,  proportionately  fewer  Navy  officers  have  agreed  that 
homosexuals  might  adversely  affect  “good  order  and  discipline”  or  “interfere  with 
mission  accomplishment.” 

To  address  current  force  considerations,  Question  48  asked:  “How  has  the 
repeal  of  DADT  affected  reenlistment  in  the  Navy?”  Of  officers  who  responded, 
about  66  percent  felt  that  the  repeal  had  no  effect  on  reenlistment,  while  22 
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percent  felt  it  had  a  strongly  positive  or  positive  effect,  and  nearly  12  percent 
thought  it  had  a  strongly  negative  or  negative  effect.  In  fact,  one  focus  group 
participant  spoke  of  knowing  “one  person  who  has  joined  because  DADT  has 
gone  away.”  The  officer  explained:  “He  is  gay  and  he  joined  now  that  it  is  gone. 
He  is  like  30  years  old.” 

As  to  how  the  repeal  of  DADT  has  “affected  retention,”  the  results  from 
Question  50  indicate  that  64.1  percent  of  respondents  thought  that  the  repeal 
had  no  effect  whatsoever,  23.6  percent  felt  that  it  has  had  a  strongly  positive  or 
positive  effect,  and  12.3  percent  believed  that  it  has  had  a  strongly  negative  or 
negative  effect.  Thus,  nearly  nine  out  of  ten  NPS  Navy  officers  felt  that  the  repeal 
had  either  no  effect  or  a  positive  effect  on  personnel  retention.  During  the  focus 
group  interviews,  a  common  theme  kept  recurring  on  how  the  repeal  might 
influence  retention  and  how  that,  in  turn,  would  affect  unit  readiness: 

•  “Now  that  we  are  not  kicking  perfectly  good  sailors  out  for  being 
gay,  how  can  that  do  anything  but  improve  our  readiness?” 

•  “I  have  seen  it  a  couple  of  times  where  deployment  is  coming  up, 
people  don’t  want  to  go  on  the  deployment,  people  want  to  vacate 
themselves  from  their  enlistment  contracts,  it  was  very  convenient 
to  just  go  to  your  division  officer  and  your  department  head  and 
say,  ‘Hey  guess  what,  I  have  been  living  a  lie.  I  can’t  do  it  anymore. 
I  am  gay.’  Then  they  knew  that  it  was  a  legitimate  avenue  for  them 
to  miss  the  requirements  of  naval  service  and  going  to  sea.  That  is 
now  gone.” 

•  “I  think  it  is  unfortunate  for  all,  like  the  people  during  that  time 
period  who  might  have  gotten  kicked  out.  I  remember  hearing 
statistics  about  a  lot  of  linguists  and  intel  guys  getting  kicked  out 
because  they  were  gay  and  yet  at  the  same  time  the  government 
saying,  ‘We  need  more  linguists  and  we  need  more  intel  guys  and 
we  need  more  [this  and  that].’  Yet,  they  are  kicking  people  out.” 
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•  “I  don’t  have  a  specific  experience  but  I  can  maybe  imagine  if 
somebody  were  to  have  been  administratively  separated  because 
of  being  openly  gay  or  whatever.  Now,  that  is  not  the  case,  they 
may  have  had  certain  critical  NECs  that  you  needed,  or  what  have 
you,  so  that  is  not  an  issue  anymore.  So  I  see  where  it  could  be  a 
positive  thing  for  your  readiness.  You  don’t  have  to  worry  about 
spending  more  money  to  train  somebody  else  for  something  just 
because  of  their  sexual  orientation.” 

7.  Comfort  and  Habitability 

Table  15  shows  the  results  for  survey  questions  on  how  Navy  officers  feel 
about  serving  and  living  with  homosexuals  in  the  military  environment.  As 
discussed  previously,  trend  data  from  Questions  3,  7,  and  27  suggest  that  NPS 
Navy  officers  have  increasingly  accepted  homosexuals  in  their  commands, 
whether  at  the  level  of  Commanding  Officer  or  as  a  co-worker.  Also,  as  seen  in 
Question  20,  16  percent  of  Navy  officers  in  2012  reported  feeling  “uncomfortable 
in  the  presence  of  homosexuals  and  have  difficulty  interacting  normally  with 
them.”  The  proportion  of  officers  claiming  such  discomfort  has  declined  with  each 
successive  survey,  beginning  at  nearly  58  percent  of  respondents  in  1994. 
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Table  15.  Trend  Analysis:  Attitudes  of  Navy  Officers  on  Homosexuals 
Regarding  Comfort  and  Habitability  (1994-2012) 


Question  (Percent  who 
Strongly  Agree  or  Agree)3 

JUN 

1994 

MAR 

1996 

MAR 

1999 

DEC 

2004 

NOV 

2010 

NOV 

2012 

3.  1  would  prefer  not  to  have 
homosexuals  in  my  command. 

82.2% 

77.7% 

66.5% 

54.5% 

38.3% 

27.8% 

7.  1  would  have  no  difficulty 
working  for  a  homosexual 
Commanding  Officer. 

30.4% 

37.2% 

42.5% 

60.5% 

67.6% 

77.3% 

20.  1  feel  uncomfortable  in  the 
presence  of  homosexuals  and 
have  difficulty  interacting  normally 
with  them. 

57.8% 

44.2% 

36.4% 

21.0% 

17.5% 

16.0% 

27.  1  would  have  no  difficulty 
obeying  an  order  from  the 
Commanding  Officer  to  work  with 
a  homosexual  co-worker  on  a 
dangerous  or  difficult  assignment. 

49.7% 

61.6% 

67.3% 

77.9% 

80.1% 

86.0% 

29.  1  would  feel  uncomfortable 
having  to  share  my  room  with  a 
homosexual  service  member. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

52.1% 

40.5% 

a  Question  and  percentage  found  in  Appendix  A. 


An  issue  that  was  mentioned  consistently  throughout  the  focus  group 
sessions  is  captured  in  Question  29,  “I  would  feel  uncomfortable  having  to  share 
my  room  with  a  homosexual  service  member.”  This  question  was  first  asked  in 
2010,  when  over  half  of  the  Navy  respondents  claimed  that  they  would  feel 
uncomfortable.  As  seen  in  Table  14,  two  years  later  the  proportion  of  officers 
agreeing  with  the  statement  declined  to  about  41  percent.  Still,  this  is  a  relatively 
high  proportion,  especially  when  compared  with  other  responses  to  questions 
and  observed  trends  toward  acceptance  over  the  years.  Comments  expressed 
during  focus  group  sessions  tend  to  confirm  that  many  Navy  officers  are 
concerned  about  the  potential  habitability  issues  of  homosexuals  serving  openly: 

•  “I  think  the  challenge  for  me  would  probably  be  living  conditions. 
So,  if  I  had  to  share  a  room  with  a  gay  person,  it  would  be  the  first 
experience  I  had  doing  that.  And  you  could  see  on  a  ship  where  it  is 
close  quarters  and  you  are  together  close  a  lot.  It  might  be 
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challenging,  but  I  think  it  would  be  interesting  to  look  at  for  other 
services,  because  they  are  pretty  close  together  when  they  deploy 
and  how  they  respond  to  that.” 

•  “I  think  with  this,  one  of  the  issues  is  that  .  .  .  you  are  not  going  to 
separate  gay  men  from  straight  men  or  gay  women  from  straight 
women.  So,  certain  people  that  have  views  on  that,  it  makes  them 
feel  uncomfortable.  It  is  an  added  challenge  that  you  have  to  deal 
with,  whereas  when  you  were  integrating  women,  there  was  an 
obvious  separation  .  .  .  okay,  you  are  going  to  sleep  in  a  separate 
place  and  you  are  going  to  shower  in  a  separate  place.  So,  there 
was  a  level  of  privacy  that  maybe  with  this  you  don’t  have.” 

•  “ ...  But  ultimately  I  think  the  repeal  of  DADT  is  going  to  cause  the 
military  to  look  at  their  gender  separation  as  a  whole  and  you  are 
probably  going  to  find  that  you  have  to  get  rid  of  gender  separation, 
period,  and  make  unisex  heads  and  still  maybe  keep  separate 
berthing.  But  it  doesn’t  need  to  be  physically  isolated  as  much  as  it 
is  now.” 

•  “The  theme  I  am  going  to  get  back  to,  because  it  is  really  my 
experience  with  it,  is  that  I  don’t  understand  why  we  separate  men 
and  women  but  we  now  allow  homosexuals  to  live  with  a  straight 
person,  regardless  of  their  gender  ....  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
same  reason  we  separate  men  and  women  would  be  the  same 
reason  we  would  want  to  separate  heterosexuals  and 
homosexuals.” 

•  “I  just  think  that  the  Navy  has  got  to  eliminate  their  gender 
separation  policy,  too.  There  is  no  good  way  to  do  it.  But,  when  you 
are  concerned  about  it  for  one  group  and  not  another,  that  is  the 
problem.” 
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•  “I  think  there  have  been  gay  people  in  the  military  before  the  repeal 
and  they  were  obviously  living  in  quarters  with  people  before.  And, 
obviously,  well  at  least  within  this  focus  group,  none  of  us  have 
seen  really  any  instances  of  people  coming  out  all  of  a  sudden  and 
rubbing  it  in  people’s  faces.  I  don’t  really  expect  that  to  change  now 
that  it  is  over.  I  mean,  they  might  be  more  up  front  with  their 
roommates  in  saying,  ‘Hey  by  the  way,  I  am  gay.’  But  I  don’t  really 
see  why  it  would  change  all  of  a  sudden.” 

•  “Yes,  I  think,  regardless,  you  expect  everyone  to  be  professional, 
and  when  they  deviate  from  that  professionalism,  there  is  recourse. 
And  whether  you  are  homosexual  or  straight,  it  doesn’t  matter.  So  I 
personally  don’t  think  there  would  be  much  of  an  issue  with 
berthing. 

•  From  my  experience  in  berthing  on  a  ship  and  when  I  was  in  my 
berthing,  I  was  sleeping,  to  be  honest.  I  mean,  there  is  not  a  lot 
going  on  in  there.  I  am  either  sleeping  or  I  am  in  my  office  or 
somewhere  else  on  the  ship  standing  watch.  My  roommates  are 
either  doing  their  own  watch  on  their  own  schedule  or  whatever,  so 
.  .  .  there  is  not  going  to  be  a  lot  of  time  to  have  it  be  an  issue. 

These  comments  suggest  that,  regardless  of  one’s  expressed  comfort  or 
seeming  concern  over  shared  quarters,  Navy  officers  tend  to  see  integrated 
berthing  as  manageable.  Most  Navy  officers  appear  to  accept  that  integrated 
berthing  has  been  happening  since  before  the  repeal  of  DADT  and  that 
professionalism  needs  to  prevail. 

D.  TREND  ANALYSIS  BY  DEMOGRAPHIC  GROUP 

1 .  Overview 

Results  from  questions  on  the  following  areas  of  interest  were  cross 
tabulated  separately  with  officers’  pay  grades  and  times  in  service:  Policy, 
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Cohesion,  Leadership,  Tolerance,  Unit  Effectiveness,  and  Military  Environment. 
Most  promotions  in  the  military  occur  regularly  based  on  a  set  schedule,  so  time 
in  service  usually  corresponds  with  pay  grade.  However,  officers  who  have  prior 
enlisted  experience  may  have  accumulated  some  years  of  military  service  before 
being  commissioned.  Consequently,  it  is  possible  for  these  officers  to  have  many 
more  years  of  service  than  do  other  officers  at  the  same  pay  grade  who  have  no 
prior  enlisted  experience.  This  becomes  apparent  when  examining  pay  grade 
by  time  in  service.  A  number  of  officers  with  prior  enlisted  service  attend  NPS, 
and  this  needs  to  be  considered  when  interpreting  results  from  the  NPS  surveys. 

2.  Pay  Grade 

The  term  “pay  grade”  indicates  the  level  of  pay  assigned  to  a  specific 
grade  or  rank  (Ferguson,  2011).  The  group  of  written  survey  respondents  was 
comprised  of  officers  in  pay  grades  0-1  through  0-6,  92.4  percent  of  whom  were 
in  pay  grades  0-3,  0-4,  and  0-5.  Figure  1  shows  the  results  of  cross-tabulating 
responses  to  five  “negative  statements”  about  homosexuals  in  the  military  by  pay 
grade.  A  “negative  statement”  means  that  a  “Strongly  Agree”  or  “Agree”  response 
indicates  a  negative  view  toward  homosexuality  or  the  repeal  of  DADT.  When 
examining  responses  to  these  statements,  it  becomes  clear  that  increasing  pay 
grade  (from  0-3  to  0-5)  correlates  with  decreasing  acceptance  of  gays  in  the 
military  and  the  repeal  of  DADT.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  number  of  survey 
respondents  in  pay  grades  0-1  (eight  officers),  0-2  (ten  officers),  and  0-6  (seven 
officers)  are  considered  too  small  for  comparative  analysis  and  are  shown  here 
strictly  for  informational  purposes  (see  Question  54  in  Appendix  A). 
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Figure  1 .  201 2  Pay  Grade  Demographic  Cross  Tabulation  1 


Figure  2  cross-tabulates  the  responses  to  five  “positive  statements”  by  pay 
grade.  As  with  the  so-called  “negative  statements,”  here  a  “Strongly  Agree”  or 
“Agree”  response  is  deemed  to  correspond  with  acceptance  of  homosexuals  or 
the  repeal  of  DADT.  Again,  while  looking  at  the  responses  for  officers  in  the  0-3 
to  0-5  pay  grades,  a  very  apparent  trend  is  found:  the  more  senior  officers  tend 
to  have  a  lower  level  of  acceptance  or  tolerance  for  homosexuals  in  the  military 
and  do  not  favor  the  repeal  of  DADT. 
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3.  Time  in  Service 

Time  in  service  is  simply  the  number  of  years  a  service  member  has  spent 
in  the  military.  As  previously  discussed,  time  in  service  often  correlates  directly 
with  pay  grade  due  to  the  somewhat  standardized  promotion  schedule  employed 
by  the  military.  This  is  not  always  the  case,  however,  as  is  seen  with  officers  who 
enter  the  military  with  an  advanced  rank  (doctors,  lawyers,  etc.)  and,  conversely, 
with  officers  who  spent  the  beginning  of  their  service  in  the  enlisted  ranks.  A 
relatively  large  number  of  Navy  officers  at  NPS  are  “prior  enlisted”  and  therefore 
have  longer  time  in  service,  relative  to  their  pay  grade,  when  compared  with  the 
“traditional”  Navy  officer. 

Time  in  service  is  more  equally  distributed  across  the  survey  respondents 
than  is  pay  grade  (See  Table  16).  Recall  that  over  92  percent  of  respondents  are 
divided  among  three  (0-3  through  0-5)  of  six  officer  pay  grades.  With  the 
exception  of  the  lowest  category  (two  or  fewer  years  of  service,  with  less  than 
one  percent  of  respondents),  each  group  of  service  years  includes  approximately 
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10  percent  or  more  of  the  total  survey  sample.  Consequently,  it  makes  sense  to 
consider  them  all  when  evaluating  the  survey  results. 


Table  16.  Years  of  Service  vs.  Pay  Grade3 


Years  of  Service 

Survey  (n=331) 

Pay  Grade 

Survey  (n=327) 

Less  than  2 

0.6% 

0-1 

2.4% 

2-5 

9.7% 

0-2 

3.1% 

6-9 

22.4% 

0-3 

55.7% 

10-12 

21.1% 

0-4 

28.4% 

13-15 

20.2% 

0-5 

8.3% 

16-20 

14.8% 

0-6 

2.1% 

More  than  20 

1 1 .2% 

3  Percentages  found  in  Appendix  A 

Figure  3  shows  the  results  of  cross-tabulating  time  in  service  with  five 
“negative  statements.”  The  most  obvious  trend  is  that  officers  with  sixteen  to 
twenty  years  of  service  tend  to  hold  the  most  negative  responses  on  every 
question  asked,  which  corresponds  with  previous  findings.  At  first  glance,  it  may 
be  tempting  to  explain  this  using  a  “generational  differences”  theory.  However, 
upon  further  examination,  officers  with  more  than  twenty  years  of  service  (who 
are  presumably  older  than  those  with  sixteen  to  twenty  years  of  service  and 
comprise  1 1 .2  percent  of  respondents)  tend  to  have  much  more  positive  views  of 
homosexuality  among  this  sample. 
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Figure  3.  201 2  Time  in  Service  Demographic  Cross  Tabulation  1 


Similarly,  Figure  4  shows  the  results  of  cross-tabulating  time  in  service 
with  five  “positive  statements.”  Again,  and  perhaps  more  obviously,  NPS  Navy 
officers  with  sixteen  to  twenty  years  of  service  tend  to  express  the  most 
disagreement  on  all  questions  asked,  while  officers  with  more  than  twenty  years 
of  service  tend  to  exhibit  more  positive  views  at  rates  directly  in  line  with  all  other 
groups.  For  some  reason,  officers  with  sixteen  to  twenty  years  of  service  stand 
noticeably  apart  from  officers  in  all  other  categories  based  on  time  in  the  military. 
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Figure  4.  201 2  Time  in  Service  Demographic  Cross  Tabulation  2 


E.  FOCUS  GROUP  ANALYSIS 

1 .  Overview 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  III,  four  separate  focus  group  sessions  were 
conducted  to  better  understand  the  survey  results.  These  sessions  took  place  in 
a  private  classroom,  and  each  lasted  one  hour.  The  discussion  topics  for  these 
focus  group  sessions  were  predetermined;  however,  the  outline  was  loosely 
followed,  as  the  researchers  allowed  participants  a  certain  degree  of  freedom  to 
control  conversations  and  to  relate  their  personal  comments  and  anecdotes. 

2.  Day  One 

The  first  session  included  five  participants.  Of  these,  three  participants 
were  in  pay  grade  0-3  and  two  were  in  pay  grade  0-4.  The  gender  breakdown 
was  three  men  and  two  women.  Participation  was  about  equally  active  by  all  who 
attended,  with  no  one  person  dominating  the  conversation  and  everyone 
contributing  valuable  opinions.  The  overall  tone  of  the  group  was  that  of  general 
indifference  toward  the  repeal  of  DADT,  with  officers’  remarks  such  as  “I  don’t 
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really  care”  and  “nothing  has  changed.”  Although  the  participants  seemed 
personally  indifferent  toward  the  repeal,  some  did  express  an  opinion  that  it  has 
affected  unit  readiness,  both  positively  and  negatively.  On  the  positive  side, 
opinions  were  typically  expressed  that  “now  there  won’t  be  as  many  unexpected 
losses  due  to  someone  coming  out  of  the  closet,”  which  would  therefore  help 
readiness.  At  the  same  time,  a  few  officers  agreed  that  repealing  DADT  might 
create  yet  another  group  of  sailors  who  might  require  an  “awareness  month”  and 
how  that  could  eventually  “alienate  other  groups  that  are  not  recognized  for 
things.” 

While  everyone  in  the  session  agreed  that  they  would  have  no  problem 
working  for  or  with  a  homosexual  service  member,  saying  that  people  should  be 
able  to  easily  differentiate  between  personal  lifestyle  choices  and  professional 
conduct,  there  was  no  real  consensus  among  the  group  when  it  came  to  the 
issue  of  berthing.  Some  participants  didn’t  care,  while  others  felt  that  the  Navy 
should  either  require  separate  berthing  for  all  groups,  based  on  gender  and 
sexual  orientation,  or  have  no  separate  berthing  at  all,  regardless  of  gender  or 
sexual  orientation.  This  notion  sparked  an  interesting  conversation  among  the 
group  as  participants  became  fixated  on  the  idea.  In  fact,  when  the  researchers 
tried  to  move  the  conversation  along  to  the  topic  of  fraternization,  the  participants 
ended  up  continuing  to  talk  about  berthing  issues.  Overall,  the  general  feeling  on 
the  subject  was  that,  although  the  existing  policy  might  make  people  slightly 
uncomfortable,  as  long  as  everyone  acted  in  accordance  with  current  guidelines 
regarding  personal  conduct,  there  should  be  no  issue. 

With  regard  to  equal  benefits  for  same-sex  spouses,  all  participants 
agreed  that  those  benefits  should  be  afforded  to  all  military  dependents, 
regardless  of  sexual  orientation.  The  one  point  of  contention  had  to  do  with 
expenses  associated  with  artificial  insemination  or  surrogacy  for  homosexual 
couples,  as  some  participants  felt  that  they  should  not  be  covered  under  Tricare 
health  benefits  in  the  event  that  DOMA  is  repealed. 
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3.  Day  Two 

The  second  focus  group  session  was  the  most  demographically  diverse  of 
the  four  sessions  conducted.  Of  the  five  officers  who  participated,  one  was  in  pay 
grade  0-2,  three  were  in  pay  grade  0-3,  and  one  was  in  pay  grade  0-4,  with 
three  men  and  two  women.  As  was  the  case  during  the  first  session,  group-wide 
participation  was  very  good.  A  few  participants  had  more  to  say  than  some  of  the 
others,  but  everyone  made  solid  contributions  to  the  discussion. 

An  interesting  theme  emerged  among  a  few  participants  that  addressed 
their  feelings  toward  the  repeal  of  DADT.  Although  they  stated  that  they  were 
personally  opposed  to  the  repeal,  or  at  the  very  least  homosexuality,  based  on 
their  moral  or  religious  beliefs,  they  all  agreed  that  it  wouldn’t  adversely  affect  the 
military  as  long  as  people  conducted  themselves  in  a  professional  manner.  All 
participants  expressed  the  sentiment  that  the  Navy  has  become  more  accepting 
of  homosexuality  throughout  the  course  of  time  that  DADT  existed  and  beyond. 
As  one  officer  explained:  “As  older  generations  are  being  phased  out,  as  they  are 
retiring  and  younger  people  are  replacing  them,  it  kind  of  mirrors  society  and  the 
younger  generations  don’t  care.  They  have  never  cared  either  way.  They  have 
never  had  to  make  that  decision  because  it  was  always  just  acceptable  to  them. 
But,  older  generations  were  faced  with  that  decision  where  it  was  taboo.”  On  the 
issue  of  unit  readiness,  their  sentiments  echoed  that  of  the  previous  group  in  that 
the  repeal  of  DADT  has  had  no  negative  effects. 

4.  Day  Three 

The  third  session,  while  not  as  diverse  as  the  first  two,  offered  a  very 
interesting  perspective  due  to  its  relative  seniority  among  the  rest  of  the 
sessions.  The  four  participants  included  one  officer  in  pay  grade  0-4  and  three  in 
pay  grade  0-5.  All  participants  were  men.  While  every  participant  offered  his 
views  during  the  session,  one  particular  officer  had  much  more  to  say  than  did 
the  others.  This  could  be  seen  as  evidence  that  officers  with  the  strongest 
opinions  on  the  subject  were  the  ones  most  likely  to  volunteer  and  speak  out. 
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This  session  had,  by  far,  the  most  opposition  toward  the  repeal  among  all 
of  the  groups.  Because  of  the  strength  of  the  opinions  and  the  long-windedness 
of  some  participants,  the  only  topics  discussed  had  to  do  with  personal  feelings 
about  the  repeal  of  DADT,  thoughts  on  how  DOMA  still  being  in  place  affects  the 
repeal,  and  how  repealing  DADT  affects  unit  readiness.  Two  of  the  four 
participants  seemed  to  be  very  suspicious  of  why  repealing  DADT  was 
“necessary.”  One  participant,  having  previously  been  a  Commanding  Officer, 
offered  his  opinions  on  the  difficulty  of  enforcing  the  repeal  from  a  command 
perspective.  It  was  interesting  to  hear  the  responses  every  time  a  new  topic  was 
introduced,  because  these  participants  would  always  seem  to  paint  it  in  a 
negative  light.  The  other  two  participants  seemed  to  play  “devil’s  advocate”  for 
most  of  the  session,  offering  differing  points  of  view  just  to  counter  the  negative. 
Because  of  this,  it  was  somewhat  difficult  to  ascertain  if  these  were  their  actual 
beliefs  or  if  they  just  felt  the  other  side  of  the  story  needed  to  be  voiced.  In  the 
end,  this  was  a  very  interesting  session  because  it  offered  unique  perspectives 
that  had  yet  to  be  revealed. 

5.  Day  Four 

The  final  session  offered  the  least  amount  of  demographic  diversity,  with 
all  four  participants  being  men  in  pay  grade  0-3.  It  was  also  the  group  that 
seemed  to  agree  the  most  on  how  they  viewed  the  repeal  of  DADT.  The  very  first 
comment,  when  asked  how  they  generally  felt  about  the  repeal,  was  “it  is  about 
time!”  This  comment  was  followed  with  agreement  from  the  rest  of  the 
participants,  as  they  noted  the  lack  of  disturbance  in  the  force,  offering  a  few 
anecdotes  about  co-workers  they  knew  were  gay  prior  to  the  repeal,  and  how 
nothing  changed  after  the  repeal  went  into  effect. 

All  participants  also  felt  very  strongly  about  DOMA,  saying  it  is  an  unjust 
law  that  does  not  provide  equal  benefits  to  all  service  members.  They  went  on  to 
suggest  an  “easy  fix”  by  changing  terminology  from  “marriage”  (which  to  many 
has  religious  connotations)  to  “civil  union”  (which  is  viewed  more  as  a  legal 
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matter).  As  with  previous  sessions,  however,  this  group  did  express  some 
apprehension  about  personally  living  with  a  homosexual  service  member,  citing 
potential  “awkwardness.”  But  they  also  went  on  to  say  that  they  expect  all 
service  members  to  act  professionally  and  courteously  in  their  living 
environments;  and,  after  the  initial  shock  of  having  a  homosexual  roommate  wore 
off,  it  would  be  “no  big  deal.” 

Finally,  on  the  issue  of  readiness,  all  participants  agreed  that  repealing 
DADT  would  have  no  major  effects.  One  person  cited  personally  knowing 
someone  who  had  joined  the  military  because  of  the  repeal.  Others  felt  that,  as 
long  as  the  Navy’s  mission  continued  to  be  everyone’s  focus,  a  person’s  race, 
gender,  or  sexual  orientation  made  no  difference. 
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V.  SUMMARY,  CONCLUSIONS,  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A.  SUMMARY 

In  March  2009,  1,167  retired  admirals  and  generals  signed  a  statement 
that  read:  “Repeal  [of  ‘Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell’  or  ‘DADT’]...  would  undermine 
recruiting  and  retention,  impact  leadership  at  all  levels,  have  adverse  effects  on 
the  willingness  of  parents  who  lend  their  sons  and  daughters  to  military  service, 
and  eventually  break  the  All-Volunteer  Force.”  From  this  action  alone,  it  is  clear 
that  many  military  leaders  were  significantly  concerned  about  removing  DADT, 
even  as  late  as  2009,  when  it  was  obvious  that  public  opinion  favored  repeal. 
The  primary  goal  of  this  research  was  to  answer  the  following  question:  have 
Navy  officers’  attitudes  toward  homosexuals  serving  openly  in  the  military 
changed  over  the  past  19  years;  more  specifically,  have  theses  attitudes 
changed  since  the  repeal  of  DADT?  Further,  in  the  views  of  Navy  officers  at 
NPS,  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  the  Navy’s  ability  to  fulfill  its  mission? 

The  present  study  is  the  sixth  in  a  series  of  thesis  projects  at  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  (NPS)  that  began  in  1993-1994.  Previously,  a  survey  was 
administered  at  NPS  to  assess  the  attitudes  of  officers  regarding  DADT  in  1994 
(Cleveland  and  Ohl,  1994),  1996  (Friery,  1997),  1999  (Bicknell,  2000),  2004 
(Garcia,  2009),  and  2010  (Ferguson,  2011).  This  nearly  20-year  project  thus 
spans  the  entire  history  of  DADT,  beginning  soon  after  its  introduction  in 
December  1993,  through  its  repeal  in  December  2010,  and  now  over  one  year 
past  its  formal  removal  in  September  201 1 . 

This  research  began  with  a  review  of  relevant  literature,  including  national- 
level  studies,  prior  Naval  Postgraduate  School  (NPS)  theses,  and  psychological 
and  sociological  theories.  Of  particular  note,  two  comprehensive  studies  by  the 
RAND  Corporation  (one  in  1993  and  another  in  2010)  concluded  that  allowing 
homosexuals  to  serve  openly  in  the  military  would  have  very  little  effect  on 
military  readiness,  provided  that  the  new  policy  was  implemented  properly 
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(Rostker  et  al.,  1 993;  Rostker  et  al. ,  201 0).  Additionally,  a  Department  of  Defense 
study  by  the  Comprehensive  Review  Working  Group  found  that  repealing  DADT 
posed  little  risk  to  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  military;  and,  although  there 
might  be  some  short-term  disruption  to  unit  cohesion  and  retention,  these  would 
not  last  long  (DoD,  2010). 

The  present  research  employed  the  same  core  survey  used  in  the  five 
previous  projects  at  NPS.  Several  questions  on  the  survey  were  omitted  and 
several  were  added,  given  that  DADT  had  been  removed  and  that  the  scope  of 
the  present  research  had  expanded  to  include  post-repeal  issues.  In  November 
2012,  an  updated,  59-item  survey  was  launched,  asking  Navy  officers  at  NPS  to 
express  their  views  on  homosexuals  serving  openly  in  the  military  and  the  repeal 
of  DADT.  Of  573  Navy  officers  in  the  target  population,  358  responded  to  the 
survey,  for  a  total  response  rate  of  over  62  percent.  Soon  after  the  survey  was 
closed,  focus  groups  of  Navy  officers  were  convened  to  learn  of  personal 
experiences  and  to  obtain  greater  insight  regarding  officers’  attitudes.  This  was 
the  first  time  that  focus  groups  were  used  in  direct  connection  with  the  NPS- 
DADT  survey  to  study  Navy  officers’  attitudes. 

Throughout  the  research  process,  several  trends  came  to  light.  First,  NPS 
Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  the  repeal  of  DADT  are  overwhelmingly  positive.  This 
can  be  seen  consistently  in  the  responses  to  numerous  questions  on  the  survey 
and  in  focus  group  conversations.  Further,  Navy  officers’  overall  acceptance  of 
homosexuals  serving  openly  in  the  military  continues  to  increase,  as  it  has  since 
the  first  survey  was  conducted  at  NPS  in  1994,  and  this  acceptance  is  at  an  all- 
time  high  in  2012.  Additionally,  although  Navy  officers  agree  that  sexual 
preference  does  not  affect  their  willingness  to  work  with  a  homosexual, 
habitability  and  berthing  issues  may  still  exist.  Finally,  variances  in  Navy  officers’ 
attitudes  are  found  among  certain  demographic  groups,  and  further  research 
may  help  to  explain  why  these  differences  exist.  These  conclusions  are 
discussed  in  greater  detail  below. 
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B.  CONCLUSIONS 


1.  NPS  Navy  officers’  views  have  shifted  dramatically  since  1994  from 
strongly  negative  to  strongly  positive  toward  repeal  of  DADT  and 
homosexuals  serving  openly 

Since  1994,  when  the  survey  was  first  administered  to  NPS  students, 
Navy  officers’  attitudes  have  changed  dramatically  regarding  the  DADT  policy. 
Positive  responses  to  Question  18,  “The  current  policy  is  good  for  national 
defense,”  jumped  from  18.0  percent  to  67.4  percent;  and  responses  to  Question 
33,  “On  the  whole,  I  like  the  current  policy  better  than  the  old  policy,”  rose  from 

23.3  percent  to  67.3  percent.  In  2012,  not  only  did  respondents  prefer  the  new 
policy  (the  repeal  of  DADT),  they  also  felt  that  it  “protects  the  rights  of  all  sailors, 
regardless  of  sexual  orientation,”  (Question  15)  at  a  rate  of  75.0  percent,  nearly 
doubled  from  35.5  percent  nineteen  years  earlier. 

Gays  were  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the  military  beginning  in  September 
2011  after  a  period  of  preparation  and  training  for  the  change  in  policy.  As 
discussed  previously,  the  congressional  bill  to  repeal  DADT  was  actually  enacted 
in  December  2010,  less  than  two  months  after  the  2010  survey  was 
administered.  Anticipating  the  repeal  of  DADT,  the  2010  survey  included  an  item 
that  stated,  “Gays  and  Lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  our 
military,”  (Question  16  in  the  2012  survey).  Surprisingly,  in  the  two  years  between 
these  surveys,  agreement  with  this  statement  increased  from  59.8  percent  to 

73.4  percent.  The  question  most  like  this  one  from  the  earlier  surveys  asked 
participants  about  the  statement,  “Homosexuals  should  not  be  restricted  from 
serving  anywhere  in  the  Navy,”  with  which  merely  24.6  percent  of  Navy  officers 
agreed  in  1994. 

Several  reasons  may  help  to  explain  why  Navy  officers’  attitudes  toward 
the  repeal  of  DADT  and  homosexuals  serving  openly  have  shifted  from 
overwhelmingly  negative  to  overwhelmingly  positive  over  the  past  nineteen 
years.  First,  to  investigate  the  possible  reasons  for  this  change,  researchers 
cross-tabulated  Question  39  (“I  have  a  friend  or  relative  who  is  homosexual”)  with 
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question  20  (“I  feel  uncomfortable  in  the  presence  of  homosexuals  and  have 
difficulty  interacting  normally  with  them”),  in  an  attempt  to  see  if  having  a  gay 
friend  or  relative  influenced  one’s  general  comfort  level  around  gays.  The  results 
of  this  cross-tabulation  directly  follow  Allport’s  (1954)  “contact  hypothesis,” 
proposing  that  increased  interpersonal  contact  tends  to  result  in  higher  levels  of 
acceptance  among  groups.  The  proportion  of  Navy  officers  who  responded 
positively  to  knowing  a  homosexual  service  member  or  to  having  a  homosexual 
friend  or  family  member  has  grown  significantly  since  the  first  survey  was 
administered  in  1994. 

Next,  the  fleet-wide  training  administered  prior  to  the  repeal  of  DADT  may 
have  played  a  strongly  positive  role  in  the  change  in  attitudes.  It  was  widely 
regarded  as  being  effective,  supported  in  the  positive  views  expressed  by  72 
percent  of  NPS  Navy  officers  on  Question  42  of  the  survey. 

Further,  the  shift  in  Navy  officers’  attitudes  over  time  likely  reflects  the 
same  migration  in  attitudes  displayed  by  the  general  public.  As  discussed  in 
Chapter  IV,  Gallup  polls  show  that  the  American  public’s  acceptance  of 
homosexuals  serving  openly  in  the  military  has  increased  over  the  same  period 
and  actually  exceeds  that  of  Navy  officers  surveyed  for  this  research. 

The  finding  that  Navy  officers’  attitudes  have  shifted  dramatically  from 
strongly  negative  to  strongly  positive  toward  the  repeal  of  DADT,  along  with  a 
concurrent  shift  in  views  about  homosexuality  more  generally,  is  important 
because  it  shows  that  the  Navy  (at  least  as  it  applies  to  the  officers  associated 
with  NPS)  is  a  stronger,  more  resilient  force  than  assumed  by  many  opponents  of 
the  repeal.  More  than  a  year  beyond  the  repeal,  the  All-Volunteer  Force  has  not 
suffered  any  major  damage  and  is  far  from  “broken”  (Belkin  et  al.,  2012). 

2.  A  vast  majority  of  NPS  Navy  officers  say  they  have  no  difficulty 
serving  with  homosexuals,  even  though  a  number  of  these  officers 
claim  to  feel  uncomfortable  sharing  living  quarters  with  a  homosexual 

As  indicated  in  the  Leadership  and  Military  Environment  sections  of 
Chapter  IV,  over  three-quarters  of  NPS  Navy  officers  claimed  that  they  “would 
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have  no  difficulty  working  for  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer”  (Question  21) 
and  86  percent  “would  have  no  difficulty  obeying  an  order  from  the  Commanding 
Officer  to  work  with  a  homosexual  coworker  on  a  difficult  or  dangerous 
assignment”  (Question  27).  This  corresponds  with  the  relatively  high  acceptance 
by  officers  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  displayed  in  responses  to  many  other 
questions.  It  may  also  suggest  that  these  officers  place  professionalism  and  the 
Navy’s  mission  above  any  personal  beliefs  about  sexual  orientation.  Things 
become  a  little  less  clear  when  these  same  officers  were  asked  about  berthing 
integration.  Over  40  percent  selected  “Agree”  or  “Strongly  Agree”  for  Question 
29,  “I  would  feel  uncomfortable  having  to  share  my  room  with  a  homosexual 
service  member.”  Looking  at  the  responses  from  another  angle,  this  means  that 
about  three  out  of  five  Navy  officers,  a  clear  majority,  would  not  feel 
uncomfortable  sharing  a  room  with  someone  who  is  gay.  When  asked  specifically 
about  this  issue  during  the  focus  groups,  participants  overwhelmingly  responded 
that,  ultimately,  professionalism  would  win  out  and  that  sharing  berthing  space 
with  a  homosexual  is  something  that  has  been  occurring  since  long  before  the 
repeal  of  DADT. 

Military  leadership  should  applaud  the  fact  that  many  Navy  officers  are 
inclined  to  shelve  their  personal  beliefs,  when  necessary,  to  align  with  DoD 
policy.  This  also  suggests  that  the  Navy  continues  to  retain  and  promote  high- 
quality  officers,  which  in  turn  can  help  to  explain  why  the  repeal  of  DADT  has 
gone  so  smoothly. 

3.  Higher-ranking  NPS  Navy  officers  and  those  with  16-20  YOS  tend  to 
be  less  tolerant  than  officers  in  other  YOS  groups 

The  results  of  the  2012  survey  were  analyzed  by  demographic  group  to 

see  if  any  trends  could  be  identified.  Two  demographic  categories  with 

noteworthy  differences  were  pay  grade  and  time  in  service.  For  example,  those 

in  higher  pay  grades  tend  to  be  generally  less  tolerant  or  accepting  of 

homosexuals  in  the  military  than  are  more  junior  officers.  This  was  evident  for 

NPS  Navy  officers  in  the  0-3,  0-4,  and  0-5  pay  grades.  (Note  that  the  0-1 , 0-2, 

and  0-6  pay  grades  were  not  included  because  of  small  sample  size.)  Variance 
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in  officers’  attitudes  with  respect  to  time  in  service,  however,  was  not  so 
consistent.  Officers’  attitudes  were  generally  steady  across  all  time-in-service 
groups,  with  the  only  distinct  difference  occurring  among  those  with  sixteen  to 
twenty  years  of  service.  This  group  was  consistently  more  negative  in  their 
responses. 

One  possible  explanation  for  the  higher  negative  response  from  officers  in 
the  sixteen  to  twenty  year  group  involves  their  proximity  to  retirement.  These 
officers  are  probably  on  their  last  tour  before  retirement  eligibility,  and  they  are 
perhaps  less  likely  to  mask  their  true  attitudes  regarding  policy  changes. 
Because  most  are  preparing  to  transition  to  civilian  life,  they  may  not  be  as 
concerned  with  getting  the  best  fitness  report  or  toeing  the  Navy’s  line  regarding 
personnel  policy.  A  number  of  these  officers  may  not  have  had  the  career  and 
advancement  they  had  hoped  to  achieve,  including  more  deployments  than 
anticipated.  More  to  the  point,  the  careers  of  these  officers  coincide  with  the 
history  of  DADT;  a  few  could  have  been  commissioned  in  the  Navy  even  before 
DADT  was  established  in  1994.  A  combination  of  these  factors  could  help  to 
explain  why  their  collective  attitudes  toward  homosexuals  serving  in  the  military 
and  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  are  proportionately  more  negative  than 
those  of  every  other  time-in-service  group. 

Another  possible  theory  to  explain  why  Navy  officers  with  sixteen  to  twenty 
years  of  military  service  generally  have  more  negative  views  regarding 
homosexuals  in  the  military  is  Allport’s  (1954)  “contact  hypothesis,”  discussed 
above.  Cross-tabulation  shows  that  these  officers  are  the  least  likely  of  all 
officers  by  time  in  service  group  to  “have  a  friend  or  relative  who  is  homosexual” 
(Question  39).  They  are  also  among  the  least  likely  to  say  that  they  know  a 
homosexual  service  member  (Question  40). 

More  important  than  explaining  why  an  “older”  group  of  officers  is  less 

positive  (or  more  negative)  than  their  counterparts  is  recognizing  that  these 

officers  are  being  replaced  by  younger,  more  accepting  officers.  Based  on  the 

results  of  the  NPS  study,  spanning  nearly  two  decades,  the  Navy  officer  corps  is 
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likely  becoming  more  and  more  tolerant  and  accepting  of  homosexuals  serving  in 
the  military,  and  this  is  the  future. 

C.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  Expand  the  survey  sample  beyond  Navy  officers  at  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School 

The  2012  written  survey  was  administered  to  the  Navy  officer  population 
associated  with  NPS,  including  resident  and  distance  learning  students  as  well 
as  Navy  staff  members.  The  views  of  these  men  and  women  are  interesting  and 
important  because  they  are  among  the  current  and  future  leaders  of  the  United 
States  Navy.  The  survey  respondents  embody  a  wide  range  of  pay  grades  that 
include  the  most  junior  officers  through  those  at  or  beyond  the  major  command 
level,  along  with  representatives  from  a  vast  array  of  occupational  specialties. 
This  diversity  has  helped  to  develop  a  more  complete  picture  of  NPS  Navy 
officers’  attitudes  on  the  repeal  of  DADT.  Nevertheless,  since  the  surveys  were 
limited  to  officers  at  NPS,  the  results  are  only  suggestive  of  what  one  might 
expect  to  find  in  the  Navy  officer  corps  as  a  whole.  Further  research  could  seek 
to  expand  the  target  population  by  sampling  officers  in  fleet  concentration  areas, 
possibly  including  enlisted  men  and  women,  to  develop  a  more  accurate  view  of 
trends  across  the  Navy. 

Future  research,  if  undertaken,  should  also  utilize  more  focus  groups. 
Focus  group  sessions  conducted  for  the  present  research  proved  to  be  very 
useful  in  putting  a  “human  face”  on  the  survey  data  and  providing  clues  toward 
understanding  the  observed  trends. 

2.  Further  analyze  reasons  behind  16-20  YOS  group  acceptance  level 

The  six  surveys  that  have  been  completed  at  NPS  contain  a  vast  amount 

of  data,  unique  in  the  fact  that  active-duty  military  members  at  the  same  location 
were  surveyed  periodically  over  a  nineteen-year  period.  Significantly  more 
research  could  be  conducted  using  the  information  gathered  through  these 
studies  to  better  inform  future  policy  decisions  in  the  Navy  and  throughout  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD). 
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One  very  interesting  trend,  as  discussed  above,  relates  to  the  differences 
in  attitudes  among  officers  by  their  time  in  service,  particularly  for  those  in  the 
years  just  preceding  retirement.  Further  analysis  may  yield  some  very  interesting 
insight  as  to  why  this  specific  demographic  group  differs  so  much  from  the  rest  of 
the  sample.  Also  of  interest  is  the  possible  influence  of  Allport’s  (1954)  “contact 
hypothesis”  on  the  observed  trend  of  increasing  acceptance,  highlighted  in  the 
both  the  results  and  conclusions  of  the  present  study. 

3.  Continue  to  monitor  post-repeal  effects  on  fleet  readiness,  particularly 
fairness  and  potential  harassment 

Even  though  previous  and  current  research  indicates  that  the  repeal  of 
DADT  has  had  little-to-no  impact  on  military  readiness,  it  is  worth  remembering 
that  less  than  two  years  have  elapsed  since  the  current  policy  took  effect.  With 
the  possibility  of  same-sex  benefits  for  “proven”  partnerships,  hiding  one’s  sexual 
preference  may  become  less  desirable  than  it  appears  to  have  been  in  the 
immediate  aftermath  of  the  repeal.  As  more  homosexuals  choose  to  reveal  their 
sexual  identity,  issues  of  fair  treatment  or  partiality  are  likely  to  become  more 
prevalent.  Strict  adherence  to  existing  policies  must  be  enforced  to  prevent  any 
possible  injustice  from  occurring. 

As  this  thesis  comes  to  a  close,  the  researchers  hope  that  it  has  helped  to 
shed  some  light  on  how  a  specific  group  of  Navy  officers  feel  about  the  repeal  of 
DADT  and  homosexuals  serving  openly  in  the  military.  Ideally,  the  conclusions 
and  recommendations  will  provide  policy  makers  with  some  insight  that  will  help 
with  future  policy  decisions. 
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APPENDIX  A.  SURVEY  RESPONSE  FREQUENCIES 


This  appendix  shows  the  response  frequencies  for  the  surveys  conducted  in  1994,  1996, 
1999,  2004,  2010,  and  2012  for  research  on  the  ‘Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell’  policy  at  NPS.  Items  in 
bold  represent  findings  in  the  2012  study.  Questions  that  are  entirely  unique  to  the  2012  survey 
have  been  highlighted  in  green. 

1.  I  have  read  the  consent  to  participate  form  and  understand  the  content  of  this  survey. 


2.  Full  and  open  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  sends  the  wrong  message  to 
the  rest  of  society. 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

16.7% 

7.6% 

28.8% 

47.0% 

201 0a (n  =  382) 

18.3% 

17.3% 

36.4% 

28.0% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

21 .9% 

24.3% 

36.2% 

17.4% 

1 999c  (n  =  215) 

32.6% 

26.5% 

26.1% 

14.9% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

43.1% 

22.7% 

24.7% 

9.4% 

1 994e  (n  =  605) 

52.9% 

20.0% 

18.8% 

8.3% 

3. 1  would  prefer  not  to  have  homosexuals  in  my  command. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Aaree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

14.2% 

13.6% 

29.6% 

42.6% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

17.6% 

20.7% 

35.7% 

26.0% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

23.1% 

31 .4% 

33.5% 

1 1 .7% 

1999°  (n  =  215) 

37.2% 

29.3% 

23.7% 

9.8% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

46.1% 

31.6% 

15.8% 

6.4% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

55.5% 

26.7% 

11.2% 

6.6% 

4.  Homosexuals  are  born  that  way. 

Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  328) 

22.0% 

37.2% 

22.6% 

18.3% 

201 0a (n  =  380) 

15.3% 

37.9% 

29.5% 

17.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

9.9% 

43.1% 

28.4% 

18.3% 

1999°  (n  =  214) 

8.9% 

31 .3% 

29.4% 

30.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

10.3% 

26.1% 

36.4% 

27.1% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

8.8% 

23.8% 

77 

38.5% 

28.9% 

5.  Homosexual  orientation  is  learned  through  society  interaction  and  can  be  changed  by 
will. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012 (n  =  328) 

11.6% 

23.8% 

37.5% 

27.1% 

201 0a (n  =  377) 

9.0% 

26.8% 

44.8% 

19.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

9.3% 

30.5% 

47.6% 

12.3% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

17.8% 

27.2% 

40.4% 

14.6% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

12.9% 

32.5% 

42.4% 

12.2% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

19.7% 

32.0% 

36.8% 

1 1 .5% 

6.  The  difference  between  sexual  conduct  and  sexual  orientation  are  clearly  defined  and  I 
can  distinguish  the  two. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  327) 

52.9% 

34.6% 

9.8% 

2.8% 

201 0a (n  =  383) 

42.0% 

46.0% 

9.7% 

2.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

36.2% 

48.8% 

12.0% 

2.4% 

1 999c  (n  =  216) 

46.3% 

39.4% 

10.7% 

3.7% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

40.7% 

34.4% 

17.5% 

7.3% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

33.9% 

33.6% 

22.0% 

10.5% 

7. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  working  for  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012  (n  =  331) 

47.7% 

29.6% 

12.7% 

10.0% 

201 0a (n  =  383) 

30.3% 

37.3% 

18.8% 

13.6% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

17.4% 

43.1% 

24.6% 

14.7% 

1999°  (n  =  214) 

13.1% 

29.4% 

29.0% 

28.5% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

8.3% 

28.9% 

28.6% 

34.2% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

10.0% 

20.4% 

24.8% 

44.8% 

8.  Lawful  off-duty  sexual  activity  would  be  of  no  concern  to  me. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

62.3% 

25.2% 

7.9% 

4.6% 

201 0a (n  =  385) 

50.4% 

38.7% 

6.5% 

4.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

29.0% 

53.3% 

12.3% 

4.5% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

36.2% 

45.5% 

10.8% 

7.5% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

26.4% 

45.2% 

17.4% 

1 1 .0% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

29.3% 

40.7% 

16.0% 

14.0% 
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9.  Allowing  homosexual  personnel  within  the  Navy  can  cause  the  downfall  of  good  order 
and  discipline. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

9.7% 

17.0% 

25.5% 

47.9% 

201 0a (n  =  382) 

15.2% 

21 .7% 

38.7% 

24.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

19.8% 

31 .7% 

40.4% 

7.5% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

29.4% 

29.4% 

28.5% 

12.6% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

31 .9% 

34.6% 

24.3% 

9.3% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

49.5% 

29.3% 

14.0% 

7.0% 

10.  Homosexuality  is  a  medical/psychological  anomaly  that  can  be  changed  to 
heterosexual  preference  through  treatment. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012  (n  =  325) 

4.3% 

10.8% 

34.8% 

50.2% 

201 0a (n  =  378) 

2.9% 

13.2% 

44.4% 

39.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

4.2% 

16.5% 

54.5% 

23.7% 

1999°  (n  =  20B) 

7.2% 

15.9% 

49.5% 

27.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

6.8% 

18.8% 

48.6% 

25.7% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

9.3% 

21 .3% 

45.0% 

24.4% 

11.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  society 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

59.0% 

31.3% 

5.5% 

4.3% 

201 0a (n  =  383) 

41 .3% 

47.3% 

7.3% 

4.2% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

12. 1  can  easily  determine  whether  or  not  someone  is  homosexual  by  appearance  and 
mannerisms. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

0.9% 

23.0% 

57.0% 

19.1% 

201 0a (n  =  380) 

1 .8% 

16.3% 

63.2% 

18.7% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

0.9% 

12.3% 

62.3% 

23.7% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

1 .4% 

9.4% 

63.9% 

25.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

1 .7% 

8.0% 

59.9% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

1 .4% 

9.4% 
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58.5% 

13.  Homosexuals  can  be  trusted  with  secret  military  documents. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012  (n  =  330) 

62.1% 

30.9% 

3.9% 

3.0% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

48.4% 

46.4% 

3.4% 

1 .8% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

29.3% 

59.3% 

8.1% 

3.0% 

1999°  (n  =  214) 

27.6% 

55.6% 

9.8% 

7.0% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

22.1% 

57.5% 

1 1 .7% 

8.7% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

19.6% 

50.8% 

20.2% 

9.4% 

14.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  military. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  328) 

52.7% 

26.8% 

10.1% 

10.4% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

34.6% 

39.6% 

15.1% 

10.7% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

15.  The  current  policy  protects  the  rights  of  all  sailors  regardless  of  sexual  orientation. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012 (n  =  327) 

29.7% 

45.3% 

15.6% 

9.5% 

201 0a (n  =  379) 

16.4% 

32.2% 

35.4% 

16.1% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

7.8% 

46.1% 

38.0% 

7.8% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

8.0% 

47.4% 

31 .5% 

13.2% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

6.8% 

43.6% 

34.8% 

14.9% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

6.5% 

29.0% 

41 .9% 

22.6% 

16.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  our  military. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  327) 

48.3% 

25.1% 

9.2% 

17.4% 

201 0a (n  =  383) 

28.2% 

31 .6% 

20.9% 

19.3% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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17.  Homosexuals  are  more  likely  to  suffer  emotional  problems  in  a  military  setting. 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n=330) 

8.5% 

27.9% 

47.0% 

16.7% 

201 0a (n  =  379) 

15.0% 

35.6% 

39.3% 

10.0% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

12.6% 

47.9% 

32.3% 

6.6% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

15.0% 

41 .3% 

33.8% 

9.9% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

20.2% 

42.8% 

32.0% 

5.1% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

24.4% 

41 .7% 

27.8% 

6.1% 

18.  The  current  policy  is  good  for  national  defense. 

Strongly  Agree 

Aaree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

25.2% 

42.2% 

17.9% 

14.6% 

201 0a (n  =  374) 

13.1% 

38.5% 

36.9% 

1 1 .5% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

4.5% 

41 .6% 

44.6% 

8.1% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

3.3% 

32.4% 

40.9% 

23.5% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

4.7% 

24.9% 

43.1% 

27.3% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

2.6% 

15.4% 

36.4% 

45.6% 

19.  People  are  either  heterosexually  or  homosexually  oriented. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Aaree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  326) 

6.7% 

34.0% 

48.2% 

11.0% 

201 0a (n  =  379) 

9.5% 

38.0% 

44.9% 

7.7% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

6.3% 

32.0% 

54.5% 

6.6% 

1 999c (n  =  211) 

8.5% 

32.7% 

45.0% 

13.7% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

8.4% 

25.8% 

52.5% 

13.4% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

9.8% 

30.8% 

47.7% 

1 1 .7% 

20. 1  feel  uncomfortable  in  the  presence  of  homosexuals  and  have  difficulty  interacting 
normally  with  them. 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

5.1% 

10.9% 

40.5% 

43.5% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

3.4% 

14.1% 

47.1% 

35.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

4.2% 

16.8% 

56.6% 

22.5% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

7.9% 

28.5% 

45.8% 

17.8% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

10.3% 

33.9% 

44.9% 

1 1 .0% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

17.8% 

40.0% 

34.7% 

7.5% 

81 


21.  A  division  officer’s  sexual  preference  has  no  effect  on  the  officer’s  ability  to  lead. 


Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

47.1% 

33.5% 

13.6% 

5.7% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

37.2% 

37.5% 

18.8% 

6.5% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

21 .0% 

42.5% 

26.6% 

9.9% 

1 999c  (n  =  215) 

19.5% 

36.3% 

27.4% 

16.7% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

12.9% 

40.3% 

32.0% 

14.9% 

1 994e (n  =  60S) 

1 1 .9% 

26.4% 

32.5% 

29.2% 

22.  Religious  teachings  provide  the  only  real  obstacles  to  total  acceptance  of  gays  in  the 
Navy. 


Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

5.4% 

15.7% 

47.4% 

31.4% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

2.9% 

10.2% 

52.2% 

34.6% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

4.5% 

1 1 .7% 

52.7% 

30.5% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

4.2% 

6.1% 

47.0% 

42.7% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

2.7% 

5.0% 

44.5% 

47.8% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

4.5% 

5.4% 

34.3% 

55.8% 

23.  Civilian  homosexuals  are  of  no  consequence  to  me. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Aqree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012 (n  =  328) 

42.4% 

32.9% 

18.0% 

6.7% 

201 0a (n  =  378) 

31 .0% 

44.4% 

18.3% 

6.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

17.7% 

48.8% 

26.0% 

6.6% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

17.3% 

40.2% 

33.2% 

9.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

14.0% 

37.2% 

35.2% 

13.6% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

16.0% 

39.4% 

31 .2% 

13.4% 

24. 1  would  not  want  a  gay  person  as  a  neighbor. 

Strongly  Agree 

Aqree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

4.8% 

9.7% 

32.9% 

52.6% 

201 0a (n  =  382) 

3.7% 

10.5% 

50.5% 

35.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

4.2% 

15.0% 

51 .8% 

29.0% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

6.6% 

25.4% 

43.7% 

24.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

1 1 .4% 

27.3% 

47.8% 

13.5% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

16.2% 

28.9% 

41.1% 

13.8% 
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25.  Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable  in  a  combat  situation. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012  (n  =  330) 

3.9% 

6.7% 

37.3% 

52.1% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

2.1% 

9.7% 

49.3% 

38.8% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1999°  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

26.  Being  gay  or  lesbian  is  likely  a  genetic  or  biological  trait. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  326) 

16.3% 

35.9% 

31.0% 

16.9% 

201 0a (n  =  378) 

12.4% 

34.9% 

38.1% 

14.6% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

27. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  obeying  an  order  from  the  Commanding  Officer  to  work  with 
a  homosexual  co-worker  on  a  difficult  or  dangerous  assignment. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012  (n  =  330) 

52.7% 

33.3% 

9.1% 

4.8% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

35.7% 

44.4% 

14.4% 

5.5% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

21 .0% 

56.9% 

15.6% 

5.4% 

1999°  (n  =  214) 

20.6% 

46.7% 

20.6% 

12.2% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

16.6% 

45.0% 

27.8% 

10.6% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

14.3% 

35.4% 

30.2% 

20.1% 

28.  Homosexuals  and  heterosexuals  should  have  equal  rights. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  328) 

57.6% 

28.4% 

8.2% 

5.8% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

40.7% 

43.0% 

12.9% 

3.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

26.3% 

47.0% 

21 .0% 

4.8% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

29.6% 

40.9% 

19.3% 

10.3% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

23.3% 

43.9% 

15.9% 

16.9% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

20.3% 

40:2% 

21 .5% 

18.0% 
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29. 1  would  feel  uncomfortable  having  to  share  my  room  with  a  homosexual  service 
member. 


Strongly  Agree  Disagree  Strongly 

Agree _ Disagree 


2012 (n  =  328) 

21.3% 

19.2% 

36.0% 

23.5% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

27.1% 

25.0% 

32.6% 

15.4% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1999°  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

30.  Homosexuals  could  pose  a  health  risk  to  the  Navy. 

Strongly  Agree  Disagree 

Agree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

9.7% 

14.0% 

34.0% 

42.2% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

10.4% 

17.0% 

45.2% 

27.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

10.2% 

29.0% 

45.5% 

14.4% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

18.3% 

31 .0% 

35.7% 

15.0% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

25.8% 

39.6% 

27.2% 

7.4% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

37.0% 

37.0% 

20.1% 

5.9% 

31.  Compared  with  my  peers,  I  consider  myself  more  tolerant  on  the  issue  of  homosexuals 
in  the  military. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

23.3% 

46.1% 

27.3% 

3.3% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

20.2% 

55.6% 

21 .8% 

2.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

18.0% 

52.1% 

24.6% 

4.2% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

14.5% 

56.1% 

22.4% 

7.0% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

15.7% 

48.5% 

31.4% 

4.4% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

15.9% 

40.2% 

34.6% 

9.3% 

32.  Allowing  gays  and  lesbians  to  serve  openly  in  the  military  increases  the  overall 
effectiveness  of  the  armed  forces. 


Strongly 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

27.9% 

33.0% 

21.2% 

17.9% 

201 0a (n  =  381) 

13.4% 

33.1% 

32.8% 

20.7% 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 
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NA 

NA 

33.  On  the  whole,  I  like  the  current  policy  better  than  the  old  policy. 


Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

32.9% 

34.4% 

13.0% 

19.6% 

201 0a (n  =  363) 

5.2% 

58.4% 

30.3% 

6.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

3.3% 

53.3% 

32.9% 

8.4% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

3.8% 

40.4% 

33.8% 

22.1% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

2.8% 

27.0% 

36.7% 

33.6% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

4.7% 

18.6% 

30.8% 

45.9% 

34.  My  attitude  toward  homosexuals  has  become  more  tolerant  since  the  current  policy 
was  adopted. 


Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  328) 

3.0% 

15.9% 

53.4% 

27.7% 

201 0a (n  =  365) 

1 .4% 

25.8% 

62.2% 

10.7% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

0.6% 

29.9% 

57.8% 

9.3% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

0.5% 

19.7% 

57.8% 

22.1% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

1 .4% 

14.2% 

56.8% 

27.7% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

35.  The  current  policy  has  the  effect  of  encouraging  homosexuals  to  make  unwanted 

sexual  advances. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Aqree 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

6.4% 

11.5% 

38.2% 

43.9% 

201 0a (n  =  374) 

2.1% 

9.6% 

58.0% 

30.2% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

0.3% 

9.6% 

60.8% 

27.8% 

1 999c  (n  =  215) 

1 .9% 

8.8% 

61.9% 

27.4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

5.2% 

8.3% 

64.7% 

21 .8% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

36.  A  homosexual’s  safety  or  life  could  be  in  danger  due  to  beliefs  held  by  other  service 

members. 

Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Aqree 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

5.8% 

45.3% 

36.8% 

12.2% 

201 0a (n  =  378) 

16.4% 

54.0% 

25.7% 

4.0% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

14.4% 

65.9% 

17.4% 

2.4% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

28.0% 

58.4% 

12.2% 

1 .4% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

26.8% 

58.7% 

12.4% 

2.0% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

NA 

NA 
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NA 

NA 

37.  The  presence  of  a  homosexual  in  my  unit  would  interfere  with  mission 
accomplishment. 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

6.6% 

11.5% 

40.5% 

41.4% 

201 0a (n  =  380) 

7.4% 

18.4% 

39.7% 

34.5% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

7.2% 

28.7% 

47.0% 

15.6% 

1 999c  (n  =  213) 

18.3% 

25.4% 

40.4% 

16.0% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

17.7% 

33.0% 

35.4% 

13.9% 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

38.  Homosexuals  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as  heterosexuals. 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

38.9% 

22.8% 

13.4% 

24.9% 

201 0a (n  =  377) 

22.0% 

27.6% 

23.1% 

27.3% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

12.3% 

22.8% 

22.8% 

41 .9% 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

39. 1  have  a  friend  or  relative  who  is  homosexual. 

Yes  No 

Unsure 

2012  (n  =  331) 

77.6% 

11.2% 

11.2% 

201 0a (n  =  384) 

63.8% 

20.8% 

15.4% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

56.6% 

29.6% 

13.8% 

1 999c  (n  =  214) 

46.3% 

36.5% 

17.3% 

1 996d (n  =  306) 

46.1% 

53.8% 

NA 

1 994e (n  =  605) 

28.5% 

51.8% 

18.9% 

40. 1  personally  know  a  homosexual  service  member. 

Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

46.4% 

28.8% 

19.4% 

5.5% 

201 0a (n  =  377) 

22.3% 

27.9% 

37.1% 

12.7% 

2004b (n  =  334) 

16.2% 

19.2% 

44.3% 

19.5% 

1 999c  (n  =  212) 

NA 

21 .2% 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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11.  The  repeal  of  DADT  was  the  correct  course  of  action  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Added  201 2) 


Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Aaree 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

45.8% 

23.9% 

10.0% 

20.3% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

42.  The  training  1  received  from  the  Navy  prior  to  the  repeal  of  DADT  was  effective.  (Added 

2012) 

Strongly 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Aaree 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  328) 

16.8% 

55.2% 

17.7% 

10.4% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

43.  The  definition  of  marriage  is  the  union  of  one  man  and  one  woman.  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  = 

=  326) 

33.1% 

19.9% 

23.6% 

23.3% 

201 0a (n 

=  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n 

=  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n 

=  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d (n 

=  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e (n 

=  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

44.  Same-sex  spouses  of  homosexual  service  members  should  be  entitled  to  the  same 
benefits  provided  to  the  spouses  of  heterosexual  service  members.  (Added  2012) 

Strongly 

Aqree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaqree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

41.9% 

28.3% 

9.4% 

20.4% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 
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NA 

NA 

45.  The  repeal  of  DADT  makes  it  less  likely  that  I  will  stay  in  the  Navy  past  my  current 
service  obligation.  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  330) 

6.4% 

6.1% 

29.1% 

58.5% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

16.  Since  the  repeal  of  DADT,  I  have  witnessed  service  members  being  more  open  about 
heir  sexual  preferences.  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  331) 

15.7% 

30.8% 

41.1% 

12.4% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

47.  The  repeal  of  DADT  has  led  to  sexual  misconduct  in  the  Navy.  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Aaree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disaaree 

2012  (n  =  329) 

4.6% 

9.4% 

46.5% 

39.5% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

48.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  reenlistment  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Positive 

Positively 

No  Effect 

Negatively 

Strongly 

Neaative 

2012  (n  =  327) 

1.5% 

20.5% 

66.1% 

9.5% 

2.4% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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49.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  morale  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Positive 

Positively 

No  Effect 

Negatively 

Strongly 

Neaative 

2012  (n  =  327) 

1.5% 

26.9% 

49.8% 

18.3% 

3.4% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

50.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  retention  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Positive 

Positively 

No  Effect 

Negatively 

Strongly 

Neaative 

2012  (n  =  326) 

1.5% 

22.1% 

64.1% 

10.4% 

1.8% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

51.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  unit  cohesion  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly 

Positive 

Positively 

No  Effect 

Negatively 

Strongly 

Neaative 

2012  (n  =  330) 

2.1% 

17.6% 

61.2% 

12.5% 

3.6% 

201 0a  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

2004b (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 999c  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 996d  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

1 994e  (n  =  0) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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Demographic  Survey  Response  Frequencies: 

52.  How  many  years  have  you  been  in  the  military? 


Survey 

(n=331) 


Less  than  2 

0.6% 

2-5 

9.7% 

6-9 

22.4% 

10-12 

21.1% 

13-15 

20.2% 

16-20 

14.8% 

More  than  20 

1 1 .2% 

53. 1  am  (Gender): 

Survey 

(n=3291 

Male 

85.4% 

Female 

14.6% 

54.  My  race/ethnicity  is: 

Survey 

(n=3301 

Hispanic 

5.5% 

African  American 

3.9% 

Caucasian 

77.9% 

Asian/Pacific  Islander 

3.9% 

Native  American 

1 .2% 

Other 

7.6% 

55.  My  designator  is: 

Survey 

(n=329) 

Surface  Warfare 

21 .3% 

Aviation 

24.3% 

Submarine  Warfare 

10.0% 

Restricted  Line 

26.1% 

Staff  Corps 

10.6% 

Other 

7.6% 
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56.  My  pay  grade  is: 


Survey 

(n=3271 

0-1 

2.4% 

0-2 

3.1% 

0-3 

55.7% 

0-4 

28.4% 

0-5 

8.3% 

0-6 

2.1% 

57.  Are  you  enrolled  in  a  resident  program  or  distance  learning  at  NPS? 


Survey 

(n=3291 

Resident 

62.6% 

Distance  learning 

31 .6% 

Other  (e.g.  Staff,  TAD) 

5.8% 

58  .  Are  you  interested  in  participating  in  a  confidential  focus  group  related  to  the 
repeal  of  DADT  and  unit  cohesion?  The  focus  group  will  expand  on  specific 
comments  provided  by  the  survey  respondents  and  address  additional  points  of 
interest.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  privacy  and  confidentiality  of  all 
participants  and  their  responses  will  be  strictly  protected  under  NPS-IRB 
guidelines. 

_ Yes _ No _ 

2012  (n  =  323)  9.9%  90.0% 


59 .  Please  feel  free  to  share  any  comments  below.  95  comments 

a  Source:  Ferguson,  L,  III  (2011).  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers'  attitudes  toward  the  “Don't 
Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy.  (Master's  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  85-103. 

b  Source:  Garcia,  A.  E.  (2009).  Naval  officer  attitudes  toward  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy. 
(Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  71-84. 

c  Source:  Bicknell,  J.  W.  (2000).  Study  of  Naval  officers’  attitudes  toward  homosexuals  in  the 
military  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  165-176. 

d  Source:  Friery,  M.  R.  (1 997).  Trend  in  Navy  officer  attitudes  towards  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 
policy.  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  71-77. 

e  Source:  Cleveland,  F.  &  Ohl,  M.  (1994).  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy  analysis  and 
interpretation.  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA,  86-89 
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APPENDIX  B.  SURVEY  RESPONSE  FREQUENCIES:  NAVY  AND 

MARINE  CORPS 


This  appendix  shows  the  response  frequencies  of  both  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  participants 
of  the  surveys  conducted  in  1994,  1996,  1999,  2004,  2010,  and  2012  for  research  on  the  ‘Don’t 
Ask,  Don’t  Tell’  policy  at  NPS.  The  data  in  these  charts  represent  the  combined  “Strongly  Agree” 
and  “Agree”  responses  for  most  survey  items.  Charts  that  show  alternative  answers  are 
annotated.  Questions  that  are  entirely  unique  to  the  2012  survey  have  been  highlighted  in  green. 

1.  I  have  read  the  consent  to  participate  form  and  understand  the  content  of  this  survey. 


2.  Full  and  open  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  sends  the  wrong  message  to 
the  rest  of  society. 


3. 1  would  prefer  not  to  have  homosexuals  in  my  command. 
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4.  Homosexuals  are  born  that  way, 


94 


7. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  working  for  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer, 


90.0 

80.0 

70.0 

60.0 

■£  50.0 
<u 
u 
<U 

Q-  40.0 

30.0 

20.0 

10.0 

0.0 

1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


8.  Lawful  off-duty  sexual  activity  would  be  of  no  concern  to  me. 


100.0 
90.0 
80.0 
70.0 

^  60.0 

c 
<u 

a  50.0 

Q_ 

40.0 
30.0 
20.0 
10.0 
0.0 

1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


_ 

n 

■  ■ 

1— 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


9.  Allowing  homosexual  personnel  within  the  Navy  can  cause  the  downfall  of  good  order 
and  discipline. 


1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


■  NAVY 

D  MARINE  CORPS 
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10.  Homosexuality  is  a  medical/psychological  anomaly  that  can  be  changed  to 
heterosexual  preference  through  treatment. 


1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


11.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  society 


12. 1  can  easily  determine  whether  or  not  someone  is  homosexual  by  appearance  and 
mannerisms. 
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13.  Homosexuals  can  be  trusted  with  secret  military  documents. 


14.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  military. 
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16.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  our  military, 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


17.  Homosexuals  are  more  likely  to  suffer  emotional  problems  in  a  military  setting. 
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19.  People  are  either  heterosexually  or  homosexually  oriented. 


20. 1  feel  uncomfortable  in  the  presence  of  homosexuals  and  have  difficulty  interacting 
normally  with  them. 


21.  A  division  officer’s  sexual  preference  has  no  effect  on  the  officer’s  ability  to  lead. 
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22.  Religious  teachings  provide  the  only  real  obstacles  to  total  acceptance  of  gays  in  the 
Navy. 


23.  Civilian  homosexuals  are  of  no  consequence  to  me. 


1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


24. 1  would  not  want  a  gay  person  as  a  neighbor. 


■  NAVY 

D  MARINE  CORPS 
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25.  Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable  in  a  combat  situation. 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


26.  Being  gay  or  lesbian  is  likely  a  genetic  or  biological  trait. 


27. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  obeying  an  order  from  the  Commanding  Officer  to  work  with 
a  homosexual  co-worker  on  a  difficult  or  dangerous  assignment. 
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28.  Homosexuals  and  heterosexuals  should  have  equal  rights, 


100.0 


1994  1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


29. 1  would  feel  uncomfortable  having  to  share  my  room  with  a  homosexual  service 
member. 


80.0 

70.0 

60.0 


2010  2012 


30.  Homosexuals  could  pose  a  health  risk  to  the  Navy. 
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31.  Compared  with  my  peers,  I  consider  myself  more  tolerant  on  the  issue  of  homosexuals 
in  the  military. 


32.  Allowing  gays  and  lesbians  to  serve  openly  in  the  military  increases  the  overall 
effectiveness  of  the  armed  forces. 
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34.  My  attitude  toward  homosexuals  has  become  more  tolerant  since  the  current  policy 
was  adopted. 


35.  The  current  policy  has  the  effect  of  encouraging  homosexuals  to  make  unwanted 
sexual  advances. 


36.  A  homosexual’s  safety  or  life  could  be  in  danger  due  to  beliefs  held  by  other  service 
members. 
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37.  The  presence  of  a  homosexual  in  my  unit  would  interfere  with  mission 
accomplishment. 


90.0 

80.0 

70.0 

60.0 


1996  1999  2004  2010  2012 


38.  Homosexuals  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as  heterosexuals. 


39. 1  have  a  friend  or  relative  who  is  homosexual.  (Data  shown  represent  a  “Yes”  answer.) 
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40. 1  personally  know  a  homosexual  service  member. 


2004  2010  2012 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


I 


1.  The  repeal  of  DADT  was  the  correct  course  of  action  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Added  2012) 


80.0 

70.0 

60.0 

50.0 

£ 

<U 

£  40.0 
0) 

Q. 

30.0 

20.0 

10.0 

0.0 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


2012 


42.  The  training  I  received  from  the  Navy  prior  to  the  repeal  of  DADT  was  effective.  (Added 

2012) 


76.0 


75.0 


74.0 

£ 

<U 

£  73.0 
0) 

Q. 

72.0 

71.0 

70.0 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 
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43.  The  definition  of  marriage  is  the  union  of  one  man  and  one  woman.  (Added  2012) 


80.0 

70.0 

60.0 

50.0 

c 

<u 

£  40.0 

(U 

n_ 

30.0 

20.0 

10.0 

0.0 


2012 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


£ 


.  Same-sex  spouses  of  homosexual  service  members  should  be  entitled  to  the  same 
nefits  provided  to  the  spouses  of  heterosexual  service  members.  (Added  2012) 


80.0 

70.0 

60.0 

50.0 

C 

<U 

£  40.0 

(D 

CL 

30.0 

20.0 

10.0 

0.0 


IB  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 

2012 


45.  The  repeal  of  DADT  makes  it  less  likely  that  I  will  stay  in  the  Navy  past  my  current 
service  obligation.  (Added  2012) 
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46.  Since  the  repeal  of  DADT,  I  have  witnessed  service  members  being  more  open  about 
their  sexual  preferences.  (Added  2012) 


47.|  The  repeal  of  DADT  has  led  to  sexual  misconduct  in  the  Navy.  (Added  2012) 


25.0 

20.0 

^  15.0 
c 
<D 
U 

<u 

CL 

10.0 

5.0 

0.0 


2012 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


48.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  reenlistment  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly  Positive  No  Effect  Negative  Strongly 
Positive  Negative 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


108 


49.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  morale  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly  Positive  No  Effect  Negative  Strongly 
Positive  Negative 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


50.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  retention  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly  Positive  No  Effect  Negative  Strongly 
Positive  Negative 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


51.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  affected  unit  cohesion  in  the  Navy?  (Added  2012) 


Strongly  Positively  No  Effect  Negative  Strongly 
Positive  Negative 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 
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52.  How  many  years  have  you  been  in  the  military? 


30.0  -I— 


25.0 


20.0 

c 

0) 

if  15.0 
<u 

Cl 

10.0 

5.0 


0.0 


a 


_  n 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


Less  2-5  6-9  10-12  13-15  16-20  More 

than  2  than 

20 


53. 1  am  (Gender): 


100.0 

90.0 

80.0 

70.0 

60.0 

c 

01 

a  5o.o 

01 

40.0 

30.0 

20.0 

10.0 

0.0 


Female 


IB  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 

Male 


54.  My  race/ethnicity  is: 


Hispanic  African  Caucasian  Asian/Pacific  Native  Other 

American  Islander  American 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 
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55.  My  designator  is 


30.0 


Surface  Aviation  Submarine  Restricted  Staff  Corps  Other 
Warfare  Warfare  Line 


■  NAVY 


Combat  Aviation  Combat  Aviation  Other 

Arms  Support  Support 


□  MARINE  CORPS 


56.  My  pay  grade  is: 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 


0-1  0-2  0-3  0-4  0-5  0-6 
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57.  Are  you  enrolled  in  a  resident  program  or  distance  learning  at  NPS? 


100.0 

90.0 

80.0 

70.0 


Resident  Distance  Other 

learning  (e.g.  Staff,  TAD) 


■  NAVY 

□  MARINE  CORPS 
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APPENDIX  C.  2012  SURVEY 


US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell” 


*1.  Introduction.  You  are  invited  to  participate  in  a  research  study  entitled:  US  Navy 
Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell”.  The  purpose  of  the  research  Is  to 
examine  Navy  officers’  attitudes  since  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask  Don’t  1611”  (DADT).  Many  of 
the  questions  have  appeared  on  five  previous  surveys  at  NPS  beginning  in  1994.  This  is 
part  of  an  important  and  unique  study  that  has  tracked  attitudes  over  the  entire  history  of 
DADT. 

Procedures.  This  survey  should  take  approximately  20-30  minutes  to  complete. 

Voluntary  Nature  of  the  Study.  Your  participation  in  this  study  is  strictly  voluntary.  If  you 
choose  to  participate  you  can  change  your  mind  at  any  time  and  withdraw  from  the  study. 
You  will  not  be  penalized  in  any  way  or  lose  any  benefits  to  which  you  would  otherwise  be 
entitled  if  you  choose  not  to  participate  in  this  study  or  to  withdraw.  The  alternative  to 
participating  in  the  research  is  to  not  participate  in  the  research. 

Potential  Risks  and  Discomforts.  The  potential  risks  of  participating  In  this  study  are 
minimal.  Survey  Monkey  has  been  used  at  NPS  as  a  proven  survey  tool  with  no  known 
breeches  of  confidentiality.  The  survey  will  be  administered  in  accordance  with  all  NPS 
rules  and  regulations. 

Anticipated  Benefits.  The  results  should  provide  the  Department  of  Defense  and  Navy  with 
current  information  on  the  attitudes  of  Navy  officers  regarding  the  repeal  of  DADT.  This 
survey  replicates  previous  surveys  at  NPS  administered  in  1994, 1996, 1999,  2004,  and 
2010.  You  will  not  benefit  directly  from  your  participation  in  this  research. 

Compensation  for  Participation.  No  tangible  compensation  will  be  given. 

Confidentiality  &  Privacy  Act.  Any  information  that  is  obtained  during  this  study  will  be 
kept  confidential  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  law.  All  efforts,  within  reason,  will  be  made 
to  keep  your  personal  information  in  your  research  record  confidential  but  total 
confidentiality  cannot  be  guaranteed.  The  storage  and  access  of  all  information  received 
for  this  study  will  be  maintained  by  the  primary  researchers.  All  data  will  be  saved  on  the 
NPS  secure  server. 

Points  of  Contact.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  the  research,  or  you _ 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


experience  an  injury  or  have  questions  about  any  discomforts  that  you  experience  while 
taking  part  in  this  study  please  contact  the  Principal  Investigator,  Dr.  Mark  Eitelberg,  656- 
3160,  meitelbergxrnps.edu.  Questions  about  your  rights  as  a  research  subject  or  any  other 
concerns  may  be  addressed  to  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  IRB  Chair,  Dr.  Lawrence 
Shattuck,  (831)656-2473,  lgshattuXrnps.edu. 

NOTICE:  Since  this  is  part  of  a  continuing  study,  this  OADT  survey  must  follow  the  same 
format  used  in  previous  versions.  Consequently,  "Undecided"  Is  not  an  option  for  the 
majority  of  the  questions.  Please  select  the  response  that  is  closest  to  your  views,  to 
ensure  the  survey  is  filled  out  completely.  Thanks  in  advance  for  your  support 

*’l  have  read  the  consent  to  participate  form  and  understand  the  content  of  this  survey 

0“ 

o 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


2.  Full  and  open  acceptance  of  homosexuals  in  the  military  sends  the  wrong  message  to 
the  rest  of  society? 

Strongly  Agraa 
O  Agree 

Strongly  D»*agr** 

3. 1  would  prefer  not  to  have  a  homosexual  in  my  command? 

Strongly  Agraa 
0  Agree 

o  Disagree 

Strongly  Disagree 

4.  Homosexuals  are  bom  that  way. 

Strongly  Agree 

o*>** 

Q  Disagree 

Strongly  Disagree 

5.  Homosexual  orientation  is  learned  through  society  interaction  and  can  be  changed  by 
will. 

Strongly  Agree 

O 

Q  Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

6.  The  difference  between  sexual  conduct  and  sexual  orientation  is  clearly  defined  and  I 
can  distinguish  between  the  two. 

Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
0  Dugra* 

^0  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


7. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  working  for  a  homosexual  Commanding  Officer. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  AArw 

^0  (Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

8.  Lawful  off-duty  sexual  activity  would  be  of  no  concern  to  me. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
^  Agree 
0  Oisagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

9.  Allowing  homosexual  personnel  within  the  Navy  can  cause  the  downfall  of  good  order 
and  discipline. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
0  Qsagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

10.  Homosexuality  is  a  medicalpsychological  anomaly  that  can  be  changed  to 
heterosexual  preference  through  treatment. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  *«r** 

o  (Disagree 

^0  Strongly  Disagree 

11.  Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  society. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agro. 

DugrM 

(  )  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


12. 1  can  easily  determine  whether  or  not  someone  is  homosexual  by  appearance  and 
mannerisms. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agree 
Di  eagre* 

Strongly  Disagree 

Homosexuals  can  be  trusted  with  secret  military  documents. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agree 
Oeagree 
Strongly  Drtagree 

Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  tolerated  in  our  military. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agree 
Ctsagree 

Strongly  Disagree 

The  current  policy  protects  the  rights  of  all  sailors,  regardless  of  sexual  orientation. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agree 
Cl  tag  re* 

Strongly  Disagree 

Gays  and  lesbians  should  be  allowed  to  serve  openly  in  the  U.S.  military. 

Strongly  Agree 
Agree 
Ot  eagre* 

Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


17.  Homosexuals  are  more  likely  to  suffer  emotional  problems  in  a  military  setting. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  AArw 

^0  (Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

18.  The  current  policy  is  good  for  national  defense. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
^  Agree 
0  Oisagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

19.  People  are  either  heterosex ually  or  homosexually  orientated. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
0  Agr.. 

o  Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

20. 1  feel  uncomfortable  in  the  presence  of  homosexuals  and  have  difficulty  interacting 
normally  with  them. 

Strongly  Apr.. 

O 

Q  (Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

21.  A  division  officers  sexual  preference  has  no  effect  on  the  officer's  ability  to  lead. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
0  (Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 


Page  6 


118 


US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


22.  Religious  teachings  provide  the  only  real  obstacle  to  total  acceptance  of  gays  in  the 
Navy. 

Strongly  Agree 
0  *9r«e 
^  Diugrw 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

23.  Civilian  homosexuals  are  of  no  consequence  to  me. 

O  Agree 

O  A3rM 

0  Cmgree 
^0  Strongly  Ditegree 

24. 1  would  not  want  a  gay  person  as  a  neighbor. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  A°r« 

0  Qsagree 
^0  Strongly  Dtegree 

25.  Gay  men  would  not  be  reliable  in  a  combat  situation. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  Agree 

0  CitagrH 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

26.  Being  gay  or  lesbian  is  likely  a  genetic  or  biological  trait. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
0  Olugm 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


27. 1  would  have  no  difficulty  obeying  an  order  from  the  Commanding  Officer  to  work  with 
a  homosexual  co-worker  on  a  difficult  or  dangerous  assignment. 

Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
^  Diugrw 

Strongly  Disagree 

28.  Homosexuals  and  heterosexuals  should  have  equal  rights. 

O  Agree 

0  Agree 
Ooegree 

Q  Strongly  Disagree 

29. 1  would  feel  uncomfortable  having  to  share  my  room  with  a  homosexual  service 
member. 

0  Strongly  Agree 
Agree 

0  Disagree 

Strongly  Dnegree 

30.  Homosexuals  could  pose  a  health  risk  to  the  Navy. 

Strongly  Agree 
O  Agree 
o  [Disagree 

^0  Strongly  Disagree 

31.  Compared  with  my  peers,  I  consider  myself  more  tolerant  on  the  issue  of  homosexuals 
in  the  military. 

Strongly  Agree 

O  Agree 

Disagree 

(  )  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


32.  Allowing  gays  and  lesbians  to  serve  openly  in  the  military  increases  the  overall 
effectiveness  of  the  armed  forces. 

Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
^  Diugrw 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

33.  On  the  whole,  I  like  the  current  policy  better  than  the  old  policy. 

^0  Strongly  Agrae 

O  AArM 

0  Ciwgiw 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

34.  My  attitude  toward  homosexuals  has  become  more  tolerant  since  the  current  policy 
was  adopted. 

^0  Strongly  Agrae 
(0  Agree 
0  Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

35.  The  current  policy  has  the  effect  of  encouraging  homosexuals  to  make  unwanted 
sexual  advances. 

^0  Strongly  Agrae 

o 

o  Disagree 

Strongly  Disagree 

36.  A  homosexual’s  safety  or  life  could  be  in  danger  due  to  beliefs  held  by  other  service 
members. 

Q  Strongly  Agrrt 

o  **»• 

o  Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


37.  The  presence  of  a  homosexual  in  my  unit  would  interfere  with  mission 
accomplishment. 

Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
^  Diugrw 

Strongly  Disagree 

38.  Homosexuals  should  have  the  same  rights  to  marry  as  do  heterosexuals. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O  A3rM 

0  Ciwgiw 

Strongly  Disagree 

39. 1  have  a  friend  or  relative  who  is  homosexual. 

O- 

o- 

o  Unsure 

40. 1  personally  know  a  homosexual  service  member. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O 

CX  eagre* 

(  )  strongly  Disagree 

41.  The  repeal  of  DADT  was  the  correct  course  of  action  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Strongly  Agreo 
O  Agree 
0  eagre* 

Q  Strongly  DrMgree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


42.  The  training  I  received  from  the  Navy  prior  to  the  repeal  of  DADT  was  effective. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
^0  Agree 
^0  (Disagree 
^0  Strongly  Drtagrea 

43.  The  definition  of  marriage  is  the  union  of  one  man  and  one  woman. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
Q  Agree 
0  Oisagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

44.  Same-sex  spouses  of  homosexual  service  members  should  be  entitled  to  the  same 
benefits  provided  to  the  spouses  of  heterosexual  service  members. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 
0  Agree 
0  Qsagree 
^0  Strongly  Disagree 

45.  The  repeal  of  DADT  makes  it  less  likely  that  I  will  stay  in  the  Navy  past  my  current 
service  obligation. 

^0  Strongly  Agree 

O 

o  (Disagree 

^0  Strongly  Disagree 

46.  Since  the  repeal  of  DADT,  I  have  witnessed  service  members  being  more  open  about 
their  sexual  preferences. 

Strongly  Agree 

O  *9". 

Disagree 

(  )  Strongly  Disagree 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


47.  The  repeal  of  DADT  has  led  to  sexual  misconduct  in  the  Navy* 

Strongly  Agree 

Agree 

(Disagree 

Strongly  Drsagree 

48.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  effected  reenlistment  in  the  Navy? 

Q  Strong  positive  effect 
Positrve  effect 

o  Mo  effect 

Negative  effect 
Strong  negative  effect 

49.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  effected  morale  in  the  Navy? 

Strong  positive  effect 
o  Posltrve  effect 
o  Mo  effect 

Negative  effect 
Strong  negative  effect 

50.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  effected  retention  in  the  Navy? 

Q  Strong  positive  effect 
ffositrve  effecx 
Mo  effect 
Negative  effect 
Strong  negative  effect 

51.  How  has  the  repeal  of  DADT  effected  unit  cohesion  in  the  Navy? 

O  Strong  positive  effect 

o  Posltrve  effecx 
o  No  effect 

Q  Negative  effect 
Q  Strong  negative  effect 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


How  many  years  have  you  been  in  the  military? 

Lest  Man  2 

2-5 

69 

10-12 

1>15 

15-20 

f/atm  trmn  20 

I  am  (Gender) 

MM 

Female 

My  race/ethnicity  is: 

Hispanic 

Atican  American 

Caucasian 

As.amPacilc  Islander 
Native  American 
Other 

My  designator  is: 

Surface  Wartye 
Aviabon 

Submarine  Vftrfere 
Restncted  Line 
Staff  Corps 
Other 
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US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  "Don’t  Ask,  Don't  Tell" 


56.  My  pay  grade  is: 

O01 

O’ 

O01 
O 04 
o°» 

Om 

57.  Are  you  enrolled  in  a  resident  program  or  distance  learning  at  NPS? 

Resident 

Ortlartc*  iMrninfl 
o  Other  leg  Staff  TAD) 

58.  Are  you  interested  in  participating  in  a  confidential  focus  group  related  to  the  repeal  of 
DAOT  and  unit  cohesion?  The  focus  group  will  expand  on  specific  comments  provided  by 
the  survey  respondents  and  address  additional  points  of  interest.  It  should  be  emphasized 
that  the  confidentiality  of  all  participants  and  their  responses  will  be  strictly  protected 
under  NPS-IRB  guidelines. 

If  you  would  like  participate  in  a  focus  group,  please  contact  LT  Ryan  Appleman  at 
rpapplemtnps.edu  or  LTJG  Pete  McLaughlin  at  psmclau1tnps.edu 

Y«  I  will  contact  LT  hpplemsn  or  LTJG  McLaughln 
Mo  thank  you 

59.  Please  feel  free  to  share  any  comments  below. 
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APPENDIX  D.  INITIAL  DISTRIBUTION  EMAIL 


Subj:  U.S.  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 

Shipmates 

LT  Ryan  Appleman  and  I  are  administering  a  survey  that  examines  the  attitudes 
of  Navy  officers  on  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  as  our  thesis 
research  in  the  Graduate  School  of  Business  and  Public  Policy.  This  study  will 
provide  The  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy  with  current 
information  on  the  attitudes  of  navy  officers  toward  on  the  repeal  of  DADT.  Many 
of  the  questions  have  appeared  on  five  previous  surveys  at  NPS  dating  back  to 
1994.  It  is  the  latest  part  of  a  truly  unique  study  that  has  tracked  attitudes  over 
the  entire  history  of  DADT,  and  now  one  year  following  its  removal. 

PLEASE  HELP  OUR  EFFORTS  BY  TAKING  20-30  MINUTES  OUT  OF  YOUR 
DAY  TO  COMPLETE  THIS  SURVEY. 

Participation: 

Your  participation  is  completely  voluntary  and  will  assist  us  in  identifying  trends  in 
Navy  officer  attitudes  since  the  repeal  of  DADT.  As  indicated  above,  this  is  the 
sixth  administration  of  a  survey  that  was  first  administered  at  NPS  in  1994,  a  few 
months  after  DADT  was  introduced.  The  very  same  survey  was  administered 
again  in  1996,  1999,  2004,  and  2010. 

How  to  Participate: 

Your  response  to  the  survey  questions  is  entirely  anonymous.  Survey  Monkey 
does  not  actively  inspect  or  monitor  customers’  individual  survey  questions  or 
responses  nor  do  they  sell  the  data  collected  or  the  email  collector  lists  for 
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marketing  purposes.  This  survey  should  take  roughly  20  minutes  to  complete  and 
is  available  online  through  the  “Survey  Monkey”  link  below. 

CLICK  THE  LINK  BELOW  to  begin  taking  the  survey. 
https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/RY3YPWC 


NOTICE:  Since  this  is  part  of  a  continuing  study,  the  DADT  survey  MUST  follow 
the  same  format  used  in  previous  versions.  Consequently,  “Undecided”  is  not  an 
option  when  agreeing  or  disagreeing  with  a  survey  item.  PLEASE  select  the 
response  CLOSEST  to  your  views  to  ensure  that  the  survey  is  filled  out 
completely.  Thanks  again  for  your  time  and  help! 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  the  research,  or  you  experience  an 
injury  or  have  questions  about  any  discomforts  that  you  experience  while  taking 
part  in  this  study,  please  contact  the  Principal  Investigator,  Dr.  Mark  Eitelberg, 
xxx-xxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu.  Questions  about  your  rights  as  a  research 
subject  or  any  other  concerns  may  be  addressed  to  the  Naval  Postgraduate 
School  IRB  Chair,  Dr.  Lawrence  Shattuck,  xxx-xxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu. 

*  If  you  have  any  problems  with  the  link  or  general  questions,  please  contact  me 
at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu  or  Ryan  at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu 
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Subj:  U.S.  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 

Shipmates: 

Thank  you  for  your  support  thus  far!  We  only  have  one  week  left  for  this  survey 
and  would  like  to  continue  increasing  participation  to  achieve  a  more 
representative  sample. 

Please  read  this  email  in  its  entirety.  It  will  likely  address  many  questions  you 
may  have  regarding  our  research. 

LT  Ryan  Appleman  and  I  are  administering  a  survey  that  examines  the  attitudes 
of  Navy  officers  on  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  as  our  thesis 
research  in  the  Graduate  School  of  Business  and  Public  Policy.  This  study  will 
provide  The  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy  with  current 
information  on  the  attitudes  of  navy  officers  toward  on  the  repeal  of  DADT.  Many 
of  the  questions  have  appeared  on  five  previous  surveys  at  NPS  dating  back  to 
1994.  It  is  the  latest  part  of  a  truly  unique  study  that  has  tracked  attitudes  over 
the  entire  history  of  DADT,  and  now  one  year  following  its  removal. 

PLEASE  HELP  OUR  EFFORTS  BY  TAKING  20-30  MINUTES  OUT  OF  YOUR 
DAY  TO  COMPLETE  THIS  SURVEY. 

Participation: 

Your  participation  is  completely  voluntary  and  will  assist  us  in  identifying  trends  in 
Navy  officer  attitudes  since  the  repeal  of  DADT.  As  indicated  above,  this  is  the 
sixth  administration  of  a  survey  that  was  first  administered  at  NPS  in  1994,  a  few 
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months  after  DADT  was  introduced.  The  very  same  survey  was  administered 
again  in  1996,  1999,  2004,  and  2010. 

How  to  Participate: 

Your  response  to  the  survey  questions  is  entirely  anonymous.  Survey  Monkey 
does  not  actively  inspect  or  monitor  customers’  individual  survey  questions  or 
responses  nor  do  they  sell  the  data  collected  or  the  email  collector  lists  for 
marketing  purposes.  This  survey  should  take  roughly  20  minutes  to  complete  and 
is  available  online  through  the  “Survey  Monkey”  link  below. 

CLICK  THE  LINK  BELOW  to  begin  taking  the  survey. 
https://www.survevmonkey.eom/s/RY3YPWC 


NOTICE:  Since  this  is  part  of  a  continuing  study,  the  DADT  survey  MUST 
follow  the  same  format  used  in  previous  versions.  Consequently, 
“Undecided”  is  not  an  option  when  agreeing  or  disagreeing  with  a  survey 
item.  PLEASE  select  the  response  CLOSEST  to  your  views  to  ensure  that 
the  survey  is  filled  out  completely.  Thanks  again  for  your  time  and  help! 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  the  research,  or  you  experience  an 
injury  or  have  questions  about  any  discomforts  that  you  experience  while  taking 
part  in  this  study,  please  contact  the  Principal  Investigator,  Dr.  Mark  Eitelberg, 
xxx-xxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu.  Questions  about  your  rights  as  a  research 
subject  or  any  other  concerns  may  be  addressed  to  the  Naval  Postgraduate 
School  IRB  Chair,  Dr.  Lawrence  Shattuck,  xxx-xxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu. 

*  If  you  have  any  problems  with  the  link  or  general  questions,  please  contact  me 
at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu  or  Ryan  at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu 
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APPENDIX  F.  FOCUS  GROUP  PARTICIPATION  SOLICITATION 

EMAIL 


Subj:  Focus  Group  participants  needed  for  U.S.  Navy  Officers’  Attitudes  on 
the  Repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 

Shipmates: 

LT  Ryan  Appleman  and  I  have  administered  a  survey  that  examined  the  attitudes 
of  U.S.  Navy  officers  on  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  as  part  of 
our  thesis  in  the  Graduate  School  of  Business  and  Public  Policy.  Our  survey  is 
the  latest  chapter  in  a  truly  unique  19-year  effort  to  examine  and  track  the 
changes  of  U.S.  Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  DADT  throughout  its  entire  history 
and  now  one  year  following  its  removal.  This  study  will  provide  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  Navy  with  current  information  on  the  attitudes  of  Navy  officers 
toward  the  repeal  of  DADT. 

Now,  we  need  your  help  to  solidify  the  survey  results.  You  can  assist  our  efforts 
by  taking  part  in  a  brief  but  structured  focus  group  that  will  further  expand  upon 
the  survey  questions  you  may  have  already  answered.  These  focus  groups  will 
provide  our  research  team  the  opportunity  to  probe  more  deeply  into  the  topics 
that  were  covered  in  the  structured  survey. 

Participation: 

Your  participation  will  assist  us  in  identifying  trends  in  U.S.  Navy  officers’ 
attitudes  since  the  repeal  of  DADT  and  is  strictly  voluntary. 


How  to  Participate: 

Please  contact  LT  Ryan  Appleman  at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu  or  LTJG  Pete 
McLaughlin  at  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu  to  schedule  (1)  fifty  minute  session  that  will 
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allow  you  to  discuss  your  attitudes  towards  the  repeal  of  DADT.  These  focus 
groups  will  be  scheduled  around  the  lunch  hour  (1200  -  1250)  to  allow  for  a  more 
relaxed  atmosphere  that  is  also  conducive  to  each  individual’s  busy  schedule 
that  we  know  you  have.  Additionally,  we  plan  to  schedule  the  focus  groups  for 
the  week  of  26-30  November.  When  you  send  your  email  reply,  please  specify 
which  day  of  the  week  works  best  for  you. 

Thanks  again  for  your  time  and  help! 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  the  focus  group,  or  you  experience 
an  injury  or  have  questions  about  any  discomforts  that  you  experience  while  taking 
part  in  this  focus  group,  please  contact  the  Principal  Investigator,  Dr.  Mark 
Eitelberg,  xxxxxxxxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu.  Questions  about  your  rights  as  a 
research  subject  or  any  other  concerns  may  be  addressed  to  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  IRB  Chair,  Dr.  Lawrence  Shattuck,  xxx-xxxx, 
xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu. 
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APPENDIX  G.  CONSENT  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN  RESEARCH 


Introduction.  You  are  invited  to  participate  in  a  focus  group  that  looks  at:  U.S. 
Navy  Officers’  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell.”  The  purpose  of 
the  research  is  to  examine  Navy  officers’  attitudes  on  the  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask 
Don’t  Tell”  (DADT)  and  to  track  changes  in  these  attitudes  over  time. 

Procedures.  Participation  will  include  (1)  fifty-minute  focus  group.  Participant 
responses  will  be  recorded  to  ensure  accurate  statements. 

Location.  The  focus  group  will  take  place  onboard  Naval  Support  Activity, 
Monterey  and  inside  Ingersol  Hall. 

Cost.  There  is  no  cost  to  participate  in  this  research  study. 

Voluntary  Nature  of  the  Study.  Your  participation  in  this  focus  group  is  strictly 
voluntary.  If  you  choose  to  participate,  you  can  change  your  mind  at  any  time  and 
withdraw  from  the  group.  You  will  not  be  penalized  in  any  way  or  lose  any  benefits 
to  which  you  would  otherwise  be  entitled  if  you  choose  not  to  participate  in  this 
focus  group  or  to  withdraw.  The  alternative  to  participating  in  the  research  is  to  not 
participate  in  the  research. 

Potential  Risks  and  Discomforts.  The  potential  risks  of  participating  in  this 
focus  group  are  minimal  to  moderate.  We  ask  that  you  be  respectful  to  all  other 
participants  in  the  group.  We  ask  that  you  be  especially  respectful  of  each 
individual’s  privacy  and  confidentiality  by  ensuring  that  you  don’t  disclose  any 
information,  comments,  or  opinions  of  fellow  group  members  to  anyone  outside 
of  the  group. 
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Anticipated  Benefits.  The  results  should  provide  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  Navy  leadership  with  current  information  on  the  attitudes  of  Navy  officers 
regarding  the  repeal  of  DADT.  This  focus  group  should  provide  a  deeper  probe 
behind  specific  attitudes  that  Navy  officers  have  towards  the  repeal.  You  will  not 
benefit  directly  from  your  participation  in  this  research. 

Compensation  for  Participation.  No  tangible  compensation  will  be  given. 

Confidentiality  &  Privacy  Act.  Any  information  that  is  obtained  during  this  study 
will  be  kept  confidential  to  the  full  extent  permitted  by  law.  All  efforts,  within 
reason,  will  be  made  to  keep  your  personal  information  in  our  research  record 
confidential  but  total  confidentiality  cannot  be  guaranteed.  The  primary 
researchers  will  maintain  the  storage  and  access  of  all  information  received  for 
this  study. 

Points  of  Contact.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  about  the  research,  or 
you  experience  an  injury  or  have  questions  about  any  discomforts  that  you 
experience  while  taking  part  in  this  study,  please  contact  the  Principal  Investigator, 
Dr.  Mark  Eitelberg,  xxx-xxxx,  xxxxxxxxxx@nps.edu.  Questions  about  your  rights  as 
a  research  subject  or  any  other  concerns  may  be  addressed  to  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  IRB  Chair,  Dr.  Lawrence  Shattuck,  xxx-xxxx, 
xxxxxxxxxx@  nps.edu. 

Statement  of  Consent.  I  have  read  the  information  provided  above.  I  have  been 
given  the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  and  all  the  questions  have  been  answered 
to  my  satisfaction.  I  have  been  provided  a  copy  of  this  form  for  my  records  and  I 
agree  to  participate  in  this  study.  I  understand  that  by  agreeing  to  participate  in 
this  research  and  signing  this  form,  I  do  not  waive  any  of  my  legal  rights. 

Participant  Name:  Signature: 
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APPENDIX  H.  FOCUS  GROUP  OUTLINE 


Focus  Group 

Navy  Officer  Questions  for  discussion: 

We  will  start  off  with: 

1)  Welcome 

2)  Intro  to  include  an  objective  history  overview 

3)  Purpose  of  this  focus  group 

4)  Ground  Rules 

*AI!  these  questions  have  the  ability  to  be  linked  to  readiness.  We  plan  to  inquire 
about  whether  or  not  readiness  has  been  affected  throughout  the  various 
questions/discussions  as  the  opportunity  presents  itself. 

Baseline  Question  -  In  general,  how  did  you  feel  about  the  repeal  of  DADT? 

Notes:  -  This  policy  was  in  existence  for  17  years  total.  Was  that  too  long  or 
short?  Should  an  executive  order  just  been  signed  by  Clinton  in  1993  as  he 
campaigned  for?  Would  have  that  been  too  soon? 

1)  Some  say  that  the  Navy  as  a  whole  has  become  more  accepting  of 
LGB’s.  Do  you  agree  with  this  and  if  so  why  do  you  think  that  is?  Do 
you  disagree  and  if  so  why? 

-  Is  acceptance  community  dependent  (surface  vs  supply)? 

-  Do  you  think  the  change  has  to  do  with  Navy  leadership;  awareness; 
culture  of  acceptance  nationwide? 

2)  Since  the  repeal  of  DADT,  have  you  noticed  sailors  being  more  open 
about  their  sexual  preferences  in  general?  If  so  why  do  you  think 
that  is?  Would  you  expect  more  people  to  be  open  since  it  is  no 
longer  a  violation  of  the  UCMJ?  What  about  civilians  who  work  in 
your  commands? 

-  Do  you  think  this  is  a  command  climate  driven  result? 
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-  Caveat  -  Some  in  past  surveys  said  that  as  soon  as  it  was  repealed,  all 
LGB  would  be  open  actively  promote/endorse  their  lifestyle. 

Check  question  46 

3)  Some  say  that  the  process  of  repealing  DADT  and  its  current 
aftermath  is  similar  to  when  the  military  allowed  women  to  serve  in 
the  military  in  expanded  occupations.  What  are  your  thoughts  on 
this?  Similar  or  different? 

-  (Female  members)  Did  any  of  you  experience  this  gender 
segregation?  Comments? 

-  Were  any  of  you  old  enough  to  have  experienced  this? 

4)  Would  you  have,  or  have  you  had  any  issues  serving  under/with  a 
known  or  suspected  LGB  sailor? 

Check  questions  3,  7  &  21 

5)  What  do  you  think  about  segregated  habitability  (barracks, 
restrooms,  deployments,  etc)  for  homosexuals  within  the  military? 

Check  question  24 

6)  What  are  your  thoughts  on  fraternization  since  the  repeal?  Have  you 
seen  an  Increase/Decrease/No  change? 

-  Do  you  feel  the  openly  LGB  marines  get  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  in 
cases  of  fraternization  or  unauthorized  relationships  due  to  “politics”? 
Double  Standards? 

7)  What  do  you  know  about  the  Defense  of  Marriage  Act? 
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Should  married  LGB  service  members  be  given  the  same  benefits  as 
heterosexual  service  members? 

-  Marriage  vs.  Civil  Unions 
Check  questions  38  and  44 

8)  Do  you  think  the  Navy  needs  to  re-educate  sailors  about  any  aspect 
of  the  current  policy  with  regards  to  homosexuals  serving  in  the 
military? 

-  Did  the  Navy  do  a  good  job  training  you  prior  to  the  actual  repeal?? 
Check  question  42 
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APPENDIX  I.  OPEN-ENDED  RESPONSES 


US  Navy  Officer  Attitudes  on  the  Repeal  of  'Don't  /%  SurveyMonkey 
Ask,  Don’t  Tell" 


Please  feel  free  to  share  any  comments  below. 


Count 


97 

answered  question 

97 

■kipped  question 

264 

1  Of  17 
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2  0(17 
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Pago  2.  01 .  Please  feel  free  to  share  any  comments  befow 

1  Tnc  above  answers  should  in  no  way  be  mterpretted  to  mean  mat  I  have  a 
hatred  or  phobia'  of  homosexuals  l  have  worked  with  homosexuals  m  tno  past 
Doth  m  and  out  of  me  miita'y.  My  main  concern  wtn  a  owng  nomosexuas  lo 
serve  openly  Is  the  break -down  ol  good  order  ana  discipline,  ospccia  y  In 
combat  units  I  am  also  alrad  mat  t  w  :  become  increasingly  dtficjlt  tor  COs  to 
carry  oul  NJP  or  aominstratvc  soparaton  of  homosox-as  gu  ity  of  sexua 
misconduct  lor  fear  of  cairns  mat  the  action  was  canted  out  soely  due  to  me  fact 
mat  the  mombe»  was  homosexual. 

2  These  are  very  compex  quesions.  wm  pruosopnea,  pc  tea .  reigious.  and 
persona  dynamos  Almost  a  i  of  my  answers  have  a  myriad  of  caveats  that 
cannot  be  idonwiod  m  mo  Questions  as  asxod  For  example,  my  ooioctons  to 
nomesexuas  in  me  military  is  more  associated  wtm  doubt  as  to  It's  reevance  to 
mission  acoompi  snment  For  example,  heterosexual  onontation  nos  never  been 
a  criteria  tor  enlistment  or  comm  sson  So.  prior  to  the  issue  of  homosexuality 
and  DADT  repeal  loday.  a  Sanor  was  not  asked  it  ne/sne  was  a  v  -gin  or  was 
sexually  actvo  The  question  was  i 'relevant  So  the  issue  of  homosoxuaiiy  it 
(relevant  to  m«  wry  sonnee  To  ropcai  me  DADT  policy  orvy  opens  the  door  tor 
ndiv>duais  to  publicaily  advertise  me  (act  mat  mey  nave  particular  sexual 
mo'osts  but  why  on  earth  s  that  relevant  n  any  way  lo  national  security 
matters’  And  while  t  have  "algous  obiectons  to  homosexuality. » cannot  bo 
assumed  that  l  therefore  am  purely  opposed  tor  'persona1  private'  reasons,  and 
tnus  my  attitude  may  be  dismissed  out  of  hand 

3  I  leer  a  few  questions  led  to  nterpretaioo  of  the  answe'.  such  as  23.  There  are 
also  questions  mat  wou«  nave  bonetiwd  wtth  an  expa  naton  for  an 
answonpossbiy  he'd  lor  the  focus  group?) 

4  My  poston  on  mis  ssuc  has  evolved,  especially  alter  soeng  me  ssues  DADT 
caused  as  an  XO  Your  question  regamng  whether  gays  can  be  trusted  with 
ciass-t-ed  intormaton  was  unfonunate  now  cou  d  anyone  ogcahy  conclude 
'no"»  Seems  those  who  would  answer  yes  are  predisposed  to  disen rmnaten 
The  roccnt  Potraus  nedont  didnt  involve  gay  people  out  a  w  of  classified 
matenai  was  found  at  me  woman's  house  Mope  tnai  mey  give  gay  people  equal 
Benefits  and  Just  move  on  wm  deiend  ng  tno  country. 

5  Generaty.  I  would  say  mat  on  our  (submarine  force]  nst  ot  snt  to  worry  about 
someone s  sexual  preference  s  so  tar  down  it  doesn't  even  rogstor  There  nave 
always  boen  homosexuals  on  our  snips  and  we've  always  known  it.  Hopealmg 
•DAor  doesn't  'oa«y  change  anymiog  for  most  of  us.  The  real  battle  that  roods 
lo  be  (ought  is  lor  same-sex  'spe  -so"  benefits  - 1  don’t  care  wnat  you  call  it  or 
now  'marriage"  a  defined,  anybody  who  Is  committed  to  ifeiong  support  of  a 
served  mombe'  deserves  me  samo  sendees  and  oonotts  my  wile  gets  tor 
supporting  me.  it's  a  small  payment  for  wnat  they  nave  to  endure. 

6  Questions  are  too  p<npo<m.  tor  example  I  bo  ovo  mat  most  homosexuality  coud 
probably  be  attributed  lo  a  genet c  delect  (one  mat  does  not  resui  in  more 
successful  longevity  ot  me  species)  but  mat  there  are  cases  where  it  s  a 
earned  ra  t  Add  iona  'y,  mo  marrage  question  would  ta;  to  dentity  mat  there 
are  some,  inn  myset  wno  feel  mat  mamago  is  a  ref  gious  nsMution  mat  snoud 
be  del  ned  by  each  persons  respective  farm  and  mat  me  government  should 

al  ow  rofglon  to  take  bock  ten  nstit-t  on  and  define  a  tax/ega  status  in  ten  eyes 
of  government  orgamzatons:  marriage  existed  wet  before  our  aws  and  we 
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Nov  20.  2012  1 22  PM 

NOV  19,2012  12.09  PM 


NOV  19.  2012  6  52  AM 

Nov  13.2012  6  44  PM 

NOV  15.  2012  605  PM 

NOV  15.  2012  5  41  PM 
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Page  2.  Q^ .  Please  fe«l  tree  to  share  any  comments  betow 


should  not  allow  the  issue  k)  stay  murky  by  navng  two  separate  delm  tons  oi  me 
same  word  (109s  and  religious) 

7  l  have  no  problem  woixng  with  homosexuals,  but  nring  together  onboard  a  snip 
would  tako  a  me  adjustment. 

8  Gays  serving  openly  In  me  mi  iitary  s  e  good  guide  lor  society  to  follow 

9  <8-51  snoud  bo  'sheeted'  not  'effected " 

10  This  whole  situation  is  just  sad 

1 1  Great  project 

12  The 'epeal  ot  DADT  forced  unneoded  tram  ng  at  too  many  levels  I  don't  care 
who  is  gay  or  not  gay  at  an  it  does  not  matter 

13  Tne  -epcai  ot  DADT  was  the  w-eng  course  ot  acton  and  snoud  not  have  Been 
forced  on  those  wno  nave  no  aoriity  to  walk  away  from  me  mil  iary  due  to 
oonrectuti  ofr  gatons  The  ortocr  0 1  these  drastic  po  cy  cnangos  win  continue 
to  be  ten  as  current  obhgatons  are  senrod  and  exp-o 

14  1  think  sexuality  >s  best  xopt  to  ones  set  I  don't  like  to  have  someone  else's  sex 
re  haunted  at  mo  Nor  do  1  ike  to  see  the  uniform  tn  parades  mat  have  nothing 
to  do  wtn  the  n  itary. 

1 5  Gays  and  lesbans  don't  Deong  n  me  mu  nary  at  at 

16  «S  is  asking  two  diheront  questions 

17  Many  ot  mese  questions  I  leal  nave  should  have  a 'not  sure”  opton.  Tne  reason 
■  I  personally  don't  know  lor  example  1  don't  know  a  thing  about  ge nance  to  I 
am  tn rowing  a  guess  when  ism  even  an  opmon.  So  1  dont  know  whai  good 
nat  data  would  be  lor  your  survey. 

18  Questions  48  51  used  me  wrong  spell  ng  of  affect  n  me  quest  on  Ahect  s  a 
verb,  eriect  s  a  noun  Question  nas  a  verb  in  (.  answer  has  a  noun. 

1 9  Homosexual  se  n  actually  havo  a  K*  tume'  to  go  n  te*ms  of  getting  me  same 
nghts  and  accommodaions  mat  heterosexuals  do  m  me  m  ;ita*y  ipoloy  s  the 
easy  pert).  Momoeexuasty  m  the  miliary  we  become  e  larger  as-e  when  all  am 
forced  more  and  more  to  live.  eat.  work,  and  sieop  n  constant  close  prox  mlty 
land  sin  keep  up  the  current  tratemzation  poicosj.  Men  and  Women  are 
currently  sopa-atod  n  men  sleeping.  to<iei  use  end  snowenng  accommodaions 
lor  a  good  roason,  and  that  woukt/snouid  neod  to  Do  extondod  10  nc  udod 
nomesexuas  fully  too.  The  practca  problem  has  i  ttie  to  do  with  me  TYPE  ot 
attract  on  - 1  simply  creams  even  moro  complexity  that  would  evemuaiy  need  10 
Be  dealt  wim  through  increased  accommodations  and  poioos  Lets  taco  it; 
t'atem nation  and  improper  relationships  are  a  ready  something  we  st'-gg  e  with. 
Why  add  another  resou'ce  expense  vanabte  lor  very  ito  ga  n? 

20  Does  not  approach  terns  ike  bootcamp  ba"ac*s  When  sepcatc  no  ettect  but 
wnen  rcceo  to  snare  needs  etc  where  reasonable  privacy  cannot  be  expected  1 
•a  scs  the  same  lesuo  as  unsex  berthings  Nobody  has  aod'cssod  that  iseue  in 


4  Of  17 


Nov  13,2012  12  19  PM 

Nov  13,2012  It  48  AM 
NOV  14.  2012  8  54  PM 
Nov  14  2012  318  PM 
NOV  14  2012  420  PM 
NOV  14.  2012  1  16  PM 

NOV  14.2012  11  34  AM 

Nov  14.20129  19  AM 

NOV  14.  2012  2  58  AM 
Nov  13.2012  8  08  PM 
NOV  13.  2012  5.25  PM 

NOV  13.  2012  520  PM 

NOV  13.  2012  5  07  PM 


NOV  13  2012  4  34  PM 
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Page  2.  01 .  Plea se  fe«l  tree  to  share  any  comments  betow 


depth  wtn  any  real  answer,  ana  aner  mo  legit  ol  DADT,  an  oi  me  grandfatno'od 
Homosexuals  had  moved  on  and  new  entries  joined  win  M  undo'standing  ol 
me  rules  so  it  was  not  an  issue  homosexuals  wc-c  avowed  nto  me  Navy  under 
me  oid  standard,  and  they  were  attorded  the  same  rights  as  any  other  sa  c-  the 
UCMJ.  which  at  so  ors  rogardess  ot  sexual  orientation  had  to  abdo  by. 

21  23.  Ovitan  homosexuals  a-o  ol  no  consequence  to  me.  <■— •  Thsisa 
ooniusmg  question;  'ooommono  rewording  or  removing  t  Other  man  mat.  mco 
survey. 

22  I  th  na  mat  aiiowng  gays  and  lesbians  »  serve  openly  in  me  military  s  one  o*  the 
wo*st  th  ngs  wove  EVER  done 

23  Homosexuals  have  always  boon  in  the  mu  lary  and  most  ol  us  did  not  care 
DADT  snouid  havo  boon  anenood  to  permit  Homosexuals  to  serve  and  not  be 
outed  by  other  servee  members,  but  at  me  same  tme  keeping  ones  orientation 
to  themselves  at  wont  The  paperwork  and  survivor  benofts  are  easy  a  now 
sorveo  member  to  desgnate  anyone  to  ncude  friend,  significant  others  or  long 
term  panne's  vco  only  'army  and  spouse.  The  repeal  ol  DADT  was  a  poica 
choco  lo  buy  votes  and  should  have  been  nandied  diflerontly 

24  l  wou  d  nave  i  iked  a  ’Meitner  agree  or  disagree'  opt  on  on  many  ol  me 
questions,  spec  ticaiiy  quest ons  21 .  Question  22:  Re  g  ous  teachings  provide 
me  only  'oa  obstace  to  total  acceptance  ot  gays  n  the  Navy  i  dom  tnn*  ms 
s  me  ony  real  obstacle  l  ttvnk  the  ma,or  obstacle  s  accepta&e  m  genera . 
regard  oss  ol  whether  or  not  It  is  region  based.  Questions  45  31  The  repea  ol 
DADT  has  not  aftocted  mo  n  any  way  nor  nave  I  soon  anyone  around  me  be 
affected  I'm  sure  omer  poope  nave  had  afferent  experiences,  but  from  my 
perspective  mis  has  been  me  case 

25  The  tocus/goal  ot  any  personnel  policy  should  be  me  safety  and  profess-ona  sm 
•equ  red  to  accomp  sh  me  mission  Sexua  orientaton  should  not  be  a  factor 
considered  pomaps  intolerance  should  be  considered  a  bgger  n sk  to  morale 
unit  cohesion,  and  mission  aosompsnment? 

26  I  loo<  that  the  ropea  or  DADT  was  mo  nght  move  Ounng  training  i  was 
surpr  sed  to  wan  mat  me  DOMA  p-events  me  same  rghts  to  be  cxi ended  lo 
married  homosexual  couples  as  are  extended  to  heterosexual  coupes.  It  the 
military  does  not  recognize  me  legal  status  ol  named  couples  tho  repeal  of 
DADT  s  ony  a  token  advancement.  The  DoD  decsion  to  allow  nomosex.a  s  to 
march  in  me  San  Dego  Gay  Pnde  Parade  was  a  poor  choice.  The  transition  to 
an  opon  force  will  not  be  spod  aong  by  torong  LG6T  ssues  no  me  i  mo  gnt 
Many  people  ai-eady  know  they  we'e  serv  ng  with  homosexuals,  moy  do ni  need 
to  go  to  parades  to  prove  1 1  nave  a  ditto 'ont  issue  win  transgendered 
ndhnduais.  when  may  be  an  area  ot  further  research. 

27  Many  of  these  questions  are  ampguous.  For  instance,  supporting  equa  ngnts 
(28  vs  38)  could  mean  equa  pay  lor  equal  wont,  or  ngnt  to  heath  care  and 1  ite 
nsurance,  However,  even  though  i  am  tor  freedom  ot  pe*socution  tor  men. 
women,  brothers  and  ssrers.  I  am  not  lor  brothers  and  sisters  ga  nmg  me  -gnt  to 
•na"y  Likewise,  homosexuals  should  not  gain  mo  rights  denied  between 
brothers  and  sstors  An  pertinent  ngnts  are  an  ready  covered 
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28  Question  were  n  my  opinion  yes  or  not.,  no  no  die  ground,  so  my  stand  my  not 
Do  cear  i  believe  ths  Is  another  label  mi  creates  roues  between  sonrcc 

me -ibe's  Sexual  orientation  or  conduct  laDc  s  had  noihmg  to  do  witn  military 
servee  or  now  we  conduct  war.  a  person  conf donee  or  competence  nas 
nomng  to  do  win  ms  label  so  t  soo  1h»  issue  as  a  socal  roue  that  nas 
ntirated  o.r  m  utary.  we  are  having  issues  w  rt  it  because  pc  tea  reasons  mat 
nave  no  pace  on  the  m  utary.  as  military  members  we  are  above  things  <e  this, 
our  pace  s  max  ng  the  right  doc  sons  to  protect  our  country  thus  wisely  utilizing 
tno  resources  our  nation  has  g  von  us  to  Include  our  sc-vco  members  so  wo 
snoutd  take  care  or  them  regardless  labels  placed  on  mem  by  society,  we  aro 
serveo  members  first  and  Iasi 

29  it's  2012.  Let's  be  done  naing  eacn  oner  lor  wnai  i  conside' to  be  a  minor 
ditfo'onco  and  work  together  to  keep  Our  nation  sate.  Having  a  homosexual 
mombor  In  youf  command  s  a  k>1 1  ko  having  a  neterosexua ,  an  asian  a  woman 
or  anyone  esc  m  your  command.  ..  he  or  sne  is  a  pat-ctc  American  who  just 
wants  to  get  the  job  done.  Now  the  only  dftorence  is  mat  mis  person  can  live  ms 
or  her  He  openly 

30  1.  Concerns  about  increases  in  sexua  misconduct  from  me  repoai  ot  OADT  aro 
ndcuous.  A  cursory  loox  at  the  Navy  rimes  snows  mo  Navy  a  ready  nas  soxual 
misconduct  problems,  mossy  ot  the  heterosexual  variety.  2  I  nought  the  DADT 
1-ainmg  was  pretty  good  but  It  certainly  ddnl  change  anyone  s  mind.  I  saw  an 
05  toll  me  instructor.  "Won.  it's  ago  net  me  Bible,  so  in  never  accept  1*  way  to 
ead.  commander  rm  sure  wen  be  seei  ng  you*  picture  in  the  Navy  T  imes  soon. 

3.  toga-ding  the  benerts.  I  thin*  anyone  who  has  a  manage  (or  dvn  union) 
co -we  should  get  the  dependent  Demons  Wove  never  made  any  dstmctorw 
among  marrage  licenses  in  me  past,  it  you've  got  a  icervse  you  get  me  Denet  ts 

4.  ive  worked  with  a  gay  Sailor  betore  and  never  had  any  probems  wm  t  ■ 
tact,  he  was  a  go  to  guy  that  you  knew  woud  get  stun  dome  Poopo  who  are 
willing  to  serve  and  die  tor  meir  country  shouldn't  have  to  hdo  who  they  are. 

31  t)  A  'Neither  ag-oe  nor  dsagroo'  option  snoukJ  havo  been  included  2) 
toga-d  ng  question  15  The  current  pp«y  protects  the  rgnts  ot  an  sapors, 
-egardess  ot  sexua  c- citation  -  only  when  t  is  mterpreoed  and  entoroed  as  it 
e  written. 

32  I  mtemtona  y  lea  many  ot  your  questions  bank  because  i  neither  agreed  nor 
disagreed,  and  mat  cpton  was  not  provided  Addtonaiiy.  i  be-  ovc  mat  marregc 
<m  me  sense  that  it  s  a  religious  covenant  derived  from  re-gous  law) «  between 
a  man  and  a  woman.  However.  I  beieve  mat  Civ  Unons  should  be  a/to-ded  to 
ai<  so  mat  every  American  s  allowed  the  same  tax.  insurance,  beneficiary, 
mooca  etc  prviodges  as  those  who  are  neterosexua  I  personally  ted  rs 
important  to  preserve  cutural  dentes  tor  bom  t-adtionai  note-osexuais  and 
homosexuals ...  and  bom  can  bo  p-eaerved  by  seep  ng  mamage  as  a  -el  gous 
ceremony,  and  ova  union  as  a  coupling  of  two  people  lor  benef  its  mat  have 
nomng  to  do  wm  rengon. 

33  My  problem  with  the  repea  ot  DADT  is  gay  pa-tne-s  are  not  s  owed  me  same 
•ignis  as  a  -named  couple.  DOM  a  is  a  nonbie  law  that  needs  to  be  changed 
Persona  ly.  i  be  eve  a  mar  age  s  between  a  man  and  woman,  but  same  sex 
couples  can  nave  ovi  imions  met  give  the  same  bomotts  as  mamage 
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34  The  orvy  roason  marriage  is  an  ss-0  is  because  it  s  dotned  by  bOlicai 
•olo'ences  which  were  adopted  by  our  founding  lathers,  Marrage  s  tvn  a  man 
and  woman  as  defined  Gays  can  nave  a  union  witn  whoever  they  want  but 
when  you  call  It  ma*nage  you  infringe  on  region, 

35  A  lew  ot  my  responses  are  Skey  an  interest  ng  dichotomy  to  the  researchers 
There  are  a  lew  reasons  why:  -mis  survey  <s  Navy-centric  in  some  quest  ons, 
wh,e  otnors  are  DoOwdc  Wrve  the  -csponscs  could  include  both  Navy  and 
other  se-vicc  members  at  nps.  the  survey  should  bo  DoD-wioe  specific  vee 
Navy -centric,  -  following  the  first  thought  above.  I  don’t  think  me  Navy  wn  have 
as  many  issues  as  mo  Army  ol  me  USMC  Couple  ot  reasons  t .  USMC 
•ec'j  ts  from  pr  many  rvspanlc  cohorts  on  mo  coasts  (Catholic  atr  ation)  and 
ocher  members  trom  the  southeast  (Bible  belt!.  Both  these  a'cas  and  lam 
groups  arc  itonsoy  aim  gay  and  the  USWC.  oospto  leaao'swp  motonc,  will 
nave  issues  over  the  next  tew  years  toward  Inclusion.  2.  Tno  Army  recruits 

pr  manly  in  me  southeast  (Bole-bet)  and  me  Atrcan-Amercan  community 
Aga  n.  these  are  also  largo  ant  gay  cohorts.  3.  The  Navy  and  USAF  are  very 
techno  logical-centre  services  This  lends  to  a  more  d  verso  (both  geographically 
and  thought-based)  and  educated  workforce  mat  ts  more  accepting  the  DADT 
mores  While  I  thnk  me  policy  is  sound.  I  thin*  OoD  rushed  toward 
mpomentaeon.  and  fa  ed  to  educate  and  put  n  pace  aggrossve  am  gay  and 
ant  sexua  assaui  polces  and  t'anlng  As  a  former  commanding  oncer.  the 
greatest  blue-on-biue  threat  I  regua'ly  deal  wtn  was  aJconoifuoed  sexual 
assault  Whie  me  Navy  has  made  solid  and  aggressive  woods  to  stemm  ng 
mae  on  female  sexua  assaults  (I  e  SAPR  training),  tne  same  has  not  been 
accomp>.shod  lor  maio/maie  or  temaiaiomae  SAPR  training  (that  should  be 
rokto  into  me  same  SAPR  approach).  Coupe  lack  of  tra  ning  wtn  aoohoi- 
tue  ed  bohavto'  and  a  strong,  youtn-ene'gy  mach-smo  atitudc  that  the  m  fay 
mhues  and  cutvates.  mis  is  a  reepo  tor  increased  mae/male  and 
lemaio/iemaio  sexual  assau  is 

36  i  bo.  eve  me  mom  issue  at  hand  is  not  me  'opeai  of  DADT  or  gays  in  me  military 
or  what  poope  bolievo  about  homosexuality  personally  The  problem  with  mo 
•epeal  ot  DADT  is  mat  we  are  conduci  ng  a  soca  experiment  n  combat  units 
DOMA  coaly  prevents  us  from  recognizing  gay  mar  rage  so  we  am  forced  to 
treat  gay  Sa  tors  with  families  a  ftenmtiy  We  am  forced  to  voiato  the  basic  tenet 
of  treat  ng  peopto  oquaty  under  the  law  by  offering  benetts  to  those  who  meet 
me  tradiona  dotmnon  ot  mar  aga  (which  ts  bb  ca  based)  and  no  benetts  to 
those  who  do  not  meet  me  trad  tone  aetlntion  On  the  other  hand  we  stil 
prosecute  marred  people  lor  aduMray  (bbucai  based)  wnae  at  tne  same  tmo 
gnorng  artoe  125  (sodomy).  So  two  things  snoud  have  happened  trst.  Our 
civilian  cadorshp  should  nave  repealed  DOMA  and  the  UCMJ  should  nave 
oeon  modified  to  reflect  the  mow  secuar  nature  ot  our  m  tay  The  bottom  line 
n  our  poces  should  be  ’does  t  ncrease  or  decrease  comoat  ettecirveness ' 
And  what  we  have  done,  and  i.sf  os  Imponanty  not  dono  does  not  maso  us 
more  combat  oftoct  vo 

37  Question  e  s  a  ogcal  y  nvaiid  question  by  endeavoring  to  assert  a  difference 
between  sexua'  conduct  and  sexua:  orentation  (logics  fallacy  ot  beggng  the 
question).  Tne  repeal  of  DADT  and  the  open  acceptance  of  homosexuality  goes 
woi  i  beyond  KXeranco.  It  was  a  fa  vo  ot  leadersh  p  that  demonstrated  acx  ol 
honor,  courage  and  commitment  The  state  of  no  Navy  as  oxnoited  by  the  many 
commanding  ottco'S  be  ng  relieved  of  fiat  commands  is  proof  of  the  veraciy  ot 
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my  statement,  there  is  a  fa  u'o  of  leadershp  on  many  levels. 

38  interesting  survey  •  For  those  ol  us  who  a-o  not  currently  at  a  command  that 
nand'es  -Mention,  re-em  stment,  etc  an  •ifrvtown'  option  would  be  helpful.  I 
answered  based  upon  sal  ors  I  Keep  in  contact  with  from  past  commands  The 
questions  about  *to«rance'  are  loaded  Snoud  gay  people  be  toie-atod  as 
people7  Cenainty.  Should  tneir  lifestyle  and  demands  lor  special  rights  be 
tolerated?  Absoutey  not!  -  My  biggest  proPem  win  the  rope*  of  OADT  is  that 
gays  are  now  a  prelected  group  Wo  rocenty  nad  our  first  openly  gay  student 
come  through  my  squadron  He  was  not  the  best  student,  ne  prooaby  should  not 
nave  tinehed  tho  program  But  because  ho  was  opony  gay,  tno  command 
oxp'Citty  sad  he  was  to  be  t-oatoo  with  kid  goves  The  first  several  times  a  gay 
servee  memoe-  s  up  lor  dscip  na-y  acton  or  separators  the  -  gay  status  wi 
come  up  and  they  win  oaim  that  their  discipline  or  sopor aton  s  due  to  their 
orentaton  And  the  me®  a.  ACLU.  and  mo  on  are  gong  to  eat  it  up  and  cause  a 
huge  issue  out  of  honing  more  than  a  sub  standard  service  member  be  ng 
removed  from  tho  system  Ana  then  COs  will  be  very  afraid  to  discpl.no  gays 
and  we  can  all  loss  good  order  and  dsep  me  good  bye.  And  tor  those  who  say  it 
cam  happen,  loot  at  any  past  raca  issues. 

39  I  personalty  nave  no  problom  working  with  or  tor  a  homosexual  service  member 
Where  I  foresee  an  ssue  as  a  resut  of  me  OADT  repeal  s  naving  to  reprimand 
subordinates'  bonaver  n  the  event  that  mo'o  is  a  nomesexua  superior  otticor  at 
my  command  I  sec  1  as  a  possibe  distracton  One  that  can  conarVy  be 
overcome,  but  ecu  a  prove  difficult 

40  Some  of  the  survey  questions  snoud  nave  ’don't  know"  choices,  smpy  because 
me  person  taking  the  survey  would  have  no  way  of  act- a  y  knowing  me  answer 
and  coud  only  offer  a  guess  or  opinion  In  general,  sexua  ty  of  any  lend  does 
not  belong  in  mo  workplace  Sexual  preference  s  personal,  not  work  related, 
and  should  stay  out  ot  me  workpaoe  it  s  relevant  whether  someone  is 
homosexual  or  not,  there  snoud  be  no  pubic  a  spay  of  anecton  either  way. 

Our  polices  on  sexual  harassment  ma«0  no  dstnction  on  what  tno  sexu* 
preio-ence  of  the  accused  s  Manage  s  between  man  and  woman,  no 
exception.  Civi;  Union  is  a  compromise  that  aiows  many  ot  the  same  benefits  of 
momage  while  not  perverting  what  marriage  is  While  mode*  care,  insurance, 
BAH  etc  snoud  bo  given  to  same  sex  spouses  (through  ctvu  union),  ether 
benefits  Should  be  -etaned  tor  ma-roo  couples  onry  (suen  as  eilgdlity  to- 
military  housing)  in  order  to  mantan  the  v»ues  ol  a  trad  Iona  family 
inconvenient  fact  tor  most  people  gays  nave  been  in  mo  m  uta-y  snee  the 
beginning,  it  is  best  to  nave  a  policy  mat  a»ws  peope  to  be  nonest  about  tneir 
sexuality  (aooit  discreet  in  mo  workplace)  and  focus  on  me  mss  on,  not 
someone's  persona  business 

41  Personally.  I  th  n«  mat  my  generation  (those  in  our  late  20  s/  early  30  s  doesn't 
nave  as  much  of  a  problem  win  another  service  members  sexua  orentation 
One  caveat  i  would  point  out  to  to-e-arco  is  wnethe-  or  not  the  wont  place  is 
skewed  towards  one  sexu*  preference  or  anotner  (i.e.  netoro  or  homosexual).  It 
someone  has  to  do*  win  overt  sexua  materia  ( con vo -salon  nnoendo. 
petures.  etc)  men  tne  kei  hood  lor  them  to  foe  comfortable  m  their  workpace  is 
essened.  Based  on  cu-rent  DON  policy,  tns  snoudnt  be  a  p-cbicm.  but  as 
some  may  nave  encountered  out  in  me  fleet,  ms  policy  *m  always  adho-od  to 

I  don't  mmk  this  s  pnobemanc  v  systemc  n  natu*e:  I  ,ust  wanted  to  poire  out 
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mat  this  wonts  both  ways.  rega'dioss  of  someone  s  litestye  (sexua .  religious.  or 
otherwise)  For  me.  the  repea  of  DADT  was  just  another  tom  ot  note  that 
happened  while  I  se-vod  in  my  Navy  ca-ee*  it  someone  stands  up  and  taxes 
me  oath  to  serve,  they  should  abso  jtoy  got  the  same  rights  as  every  other 
servco  mombo-  Out  in  society.  I  leo  the  same  way  Wo  servo  to  p'otoct  the 
ngnts  ot  our  co/itrymen  and  women,  and  me'  sexua  onentaton  should  be  one 
ot  those  rights  My  reiigous  background  p-ec  .ocs  me  trom  agreeing  that  same 
sox  reiatonsnips  and  marriage  ere  Godly,  but  as  an  American  and  a  Sailor,  I 
would  be  a  hypocrite  If  I  et  personal  l»as  p'ovent  me  from  dong  my  job,  I'm 
certain  t  happens  at  the  time,  to  a:  ot  us.  n  countess  subtle  ways  However 
we  cant  let  our  personal  vows  conrct  with  ou'  organanbonai  goals  and  eOcts 
it  anyth  ng,  persona  choces  and  Pellets  should  bolster  ou'  ab  nty  to  sente  we)' 
and  tamtuiy.  wtnojt  dudgoorung  our  brothers  and  siste's  in  arms  ove'  the  head 
with  it.  I  porsonany  dont  care  one  way  or  the  other  whet  another  person's 
oromaton  ».  so  long  as  they  snow  up  and  pu  the  »  weight  ovary  day  And  I 
thins  that  most  ot  my  peers  would  agree. 

*2  For  mo  the  ssue  s  not  about  homosexuas  senring  openly  ••  my  concern  s  the 
locus  on  maviduatsm  in  the  nvna’y  that  detracts  fom  me  m-sslon.  The  DoD 
and  clvi  an  cadorshp  nave  embarxed  on  numerous  n t  atvos  (not  just  DAD!)  to 
make  everyone  toe  'special'  and  enhance  ethnic  dvorsffy  My  Sailors  know 
when  Alncan-Amorcan  History  Month  and  Asia  Pacitc  Isander  Month  s.  but 
moy  cant  tee  you  the  when  me  Banie  ot  Midway  occured.  We  have  locuseo  on 
ndhnduaiism  and  d  vorjity  to  me  po  nt  when)  our  coro  values  as  a  t ght  ng  force 
nave  deteriorated  Everyone  is  specia  Dont  be  mean.  Convlan  and  make 
excuses  if  leadership  doesn't  ag'oe  with  your  persona  program.  The  Navy  is 
already  'oommnoo  to  exceienco  and  tne  lair  t*e8imont  of  an  i  m  not  sure  why 
mat  poicy  *nt  suftcient  anymore  and  attempts  to  waior  down  unn  cones  on  and 
mission  adherence  nave  lod  to  a  kinder,  genter.  less  effective  miltary 

43  Question  #6  s  unoear  to  me. 

44  This  survey  was  flawed  based  on  me  non-existence  ot  answers  that  include  h 
Dont  Know*  or  1  Dont  care’  A  so.  some  ot  me  guostons  themselves  make 
tact  eased  assumptions  to  me  answers.  For  exampc  question  36  regarang 
manage  is  a  ngnt,  ms  question  makoi  the  assumption  that  any  mar  age  s  a 
nght  regardess  ot  sexual  onentafon. 

45  Nothing  more  to  add 

46  i  could  not  answer  me  to  lowing  Questions  4. 5.  to.  1 9. 26  as  i  do  not  know  t 
being  a  homosexual  is  something  mat  «  predetermined  or  permanent 

47  Some  at  me  above  should  be  answe'ed  either  with  unknown  or  no  opnion 
Personally  I  do  not  care  I  a  servco  member  «  homosexual  or  not  as  eng  as 
moy  do  mor  .ob  and  atmore  to  mo  same  ru  es  and  regulators  that  apply  to 
netcroscxua  service  members  n  iogards  to  personal  conduct  As  to  me  spouse 
opinon.  I  dont  bol-evo  n  gay  marrage  but  mat  Is  a  porsonei  opinion.  I  be  ove 
mat  anyone  in  me  mu itary  should  be  tree  to  designate  anyone  as  mo-*  'spouse' 
able  to  accept  benefits.  Government  snoud  not  be  involved  in  del  n  ng  ma'nage 
n  any  Mu  anon 

48  l  toei  that  sexual  onentaton.  netero  or  homosexual,  has  no  place  m  the  rrvniary. 
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We  are  solders,  saiors.  airmen,  and  marines  and  nothing  e  so  I  don't  the*  we 
snojid  celebrate  homosexual  n  tno  mil  lary.  ( «  whsi  1  s  Funner.  I  don't  trunk 
nat  the  Fode'a  government  has  any  business  whatsoever  In  telling  an  adult 
what  kind  or  ro  ationsnip  they  can  have  with  another  consenting  adult  it 
anything  is  should  be  rosenied  lor  r«  stoics,  but  t  personally  led  mat 
government,  in  genera1,  has  no  place  in  ma-nagc  cave  it  to  churches  and  leave 
(alone. 

49  it  seems  that  Amerca  empnaszos  the  sopa'aton  or  enuren  and  state  n  every 
tacet  oi  tie  except  lor  gay  manage  Ask  any  opponent  ot  same-sex  marriage  to 
coheront  defend  me  r  stance  without  us-  ng  the  wonts  Jesus.  God.  Bitse  or  the 
phrase  'Adam  and  Eve.  not  Adam  and  Stove'  and  you  wi  soon  tnd  that  mor  s 
no  oppositon.  1  minx  same  sex  marriage  s  the  bggest  civ  rights  ssue  ot  my 
generator!  and  I  wif  be  pioasod  to  seo  it  finally  bo  tuny  accepted  in  the  great 
natdn  o i  ours. 

50  l  ioe<  that  the  quostons  should  have  allowed  tor  a  neutral  response  you  mode 
mo  choose  either  agree  or  disagree  when  would  havo  preferred  to  make  choco 
ol  "neither  agroe  or  disagree'  i  also  tec  that  me  ssues  ot  mae  and  lemaie  n 
cose  environments  are  alroady  account  lor  a  targe  amount  of  me  NJPs  and 
court  mates  and  me  repeal  ot  OAOT  will  no  longer  kcx  peopo  out  based  on 
me '  sexua  orentason  being  'outed'  wt  i  increase  NJPs  and  court  mart-ais  to’ 
toms  line  tratormzaton  and  sex  on  the  Boat  My  overall  point  s,  boys  and  girts 
win  be  boys  and  gins  regard  ng  me  birds  and  tno  bees  But  now  you  nave  to 
worry  about  boys  and  boys  being  boys  and  boys  and  g  ris  and  girts  Deng  gins 
and  girls  I  also  would  note  mat  any  iraternizaton  degrades  unit  cohesion. 

St  The  repeal  ol  OAOT  was  mearvngiess.  but  necessary.  On  my  boat  me 

ndneduam  we  mew  wc-o  gay  prior  to  me  -opcal  were  stn  gay  altonvards  n  was 
silly  to  s  once  mem  in  such  a  manner  i  was  glad  to  see  it  go,  and  my  i  le 
changed  not  one  wnt  afterwards  The  ability  of  a  man  (or  woman)  to  lead  has 
notnng  to  do  wtn  their  sexual  activity.  I  wu  caveat  mat  wim  the  state  mem  mat 
n  my  expenenco.  gay  mate  individuals  "can*  tond  towa'ds  an  otteminato  neturo. 
when  Is  contray  to  the  required  mascu may  ot  war-hgming  ope'atons  These 
ndivtduais  are  not  cut  out  lor  the  rrv  itary,  and  are  detrimental  to  good  order  and 
discipline. 

52  Homosexuality  is  the  easy  way  out  It  s  easie'  to  understand  someone  who  s 

ke  you.  who  has  similar  emotions  and  biological  (unctions  II  e  lor  poop  o  who 
com  navo  mo  courage  to  taco  mo  unknowns  about  the  oppos-to  sex.  it  is  the 
pinnacle  of  gv  ng  tn  to  you'  des.res  and  los>ng  so  1  controL  It  you  study  nsto'y, 
nomostMuatty  was  rampant  in  me  Homan  Empire  right  botorc  t  collapsed 
Homosexuality  win  probaby  toad  to  me  downfa  i  ot  our  American  socety  r  wo  ot 
1. 1  am  ok  wen  homosexuals  be  ng  homosexuals  as  long  as  stay  to  themselves 
But,  they  cant  keep  to  memsoves  Now  they  are  trying  to  force  our  children  to 
warn  about  t  in  school  They  are  trying  to  convince  my  ch-idren  trial  it  is  OK  to 
be  a  nomosexua .  But  Goa  abhors  homosexuality  and  sc  do  i  1  dont  think  a 
person  who  cant  contro  something  as  toundabonai  as  (ho*  sexua  desires  it  a 
person  who  can  be  trusted  win  natena  security 

53  There  a  a  lew  questions  that  are  worded  improperly  or  nave  answer  banks  that 
should  be  dttcront  For  example:  O  39  has  yes.  no.  and  unsure  lor  answers, 
wh  e  O  40  s  SA.  A.  D,  SO  but  shoud  be  Y.  N.  U. 
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54  At  of  my  ag’oc  ana  a  sagroo' answers  a-o  rea  y  nc-tra  It  woud  t»  helpful 
lo  define  potontaity  ambiguous  concepts  such  as  'equal  ngtw  and  'current 
policy.’ 

55  Who  wrote  these  questions?  Your  bias  s  Dear  in  just  the  questions  and  potent  ai 
answers 

56  Regard «tg  reenustment/moraie.  as  a  studont  at  NPS  i  don?  have  much  contact 
with  em  stod  at  this  time,  so  'Don?  wow.'  woud  nave  been  my  choice  it 
avatabio.  Also  some  of  the  questions  seemed  to  reler  to  whether  DADT  s 
better  o'  wome  than  the  potcy  pro-Clinton.  and  I  answerod  them  as  such  You 
may  want  to  clarly  which  policy  you  are  retonng  to  instead  ot  'cu"ont  pocy.' 
and  ‘old  potcy.’ 

57  I  have  no  probem  with  mo  repeal  ot  DADT  it's  this  cc  coration  ot «.  i 
understand  ethnic  ceiebratorvs.  blade  native  amercan.  etc.  but  someone's 
sexual  onontaton?  Sorouaty?  1  don?  discuss  my  sexual  reiatons  in  a 
professional  sett  ng.  wny  don?  i  get  a  parade  and  cake?  Do  you  realize, 
empirea  ly.  what  you  re  even  celebrating- sex?  Repea  the  act.  let  it  go.  I  m  tired 
of  hear  ng  about  it.  I  just  want  to  go  back  to  work.  I  do  no!  support  gay 
manages  n  the  m  tary  because  it  is  not  a  tode'ai  'oguiaton  only  by  state 

58  Your  questions  are  biased 

59  rne  repeal  ot  DADT  was  a  good  first  step.  Next  is  a  repeal  of  DOMA  to  ensure 
true  equality 

60  Ajmougn  it  was  staled  at  the  beginning  that  tne-e  was  no  cnoee  as 
undecidod/unknown.  it  was  dear  that  ?  was  nocessary  on  questions  For 
example  has  the  repeal  attectod  recru  tmont  or  unit  moraio.  I  ad  not  nave  an 
answer  since  I  am  not  exposed  to  mat  information,  pul  I  had  to  choose  one 
thereby  providing  tase  formation 

61  me  survey  torces  an  opinion  on  cenam  questions  about  when  i  nave  no  opinion 
(when  you  noted  in  your  email).  Terms  like  tolerance'  and  'rights'  a-e  very 
shady.  To  many  pcopc  in  mis  country,  toeranco  imp  es  both  acceptance  and 
approva  For  tns  survey,  t  nave  taken  me  word  lo  mean  acceptance  Snoud 
gay  peopio  nave  rights?  Absolutely  But  <s  marriage  a  ngnt?  These  are  :ust  a 
coupe  ot  ambiguities  In  me  questions 

62  Some  ot  these  questions  are  redundant  and  some  are  .ust  silly  Ail  peopio  are 
creeled  equal  and  deserve  equal  rgms  and  our  job  is  to  protect  the  rights  ot  si 
Amer-cans. 

63  It  Is  my  oplrxon  met  DADT  was  s  roemous  piece  ot  logsiaiton  that  Infortered 
wim  ndviduai  evil  rghis  Thankfully,  overtime  people  arc  more  educated  on 
wnai  homosexual  ty  is  ana  have  made  mo  ngnt  move  m  repea  ng  DADT.  it's  a 
sname  we  ddn?  do  it  sooner,  using  me  modo  s  ot  mo  British  and  Australian 
miliary  When  mey  ropealed  their  DADT  poems.  mere  was  very  rale 

nte-T upton  io  me.'  structures.  As  s  me  case  W  me  US.  What  should  be  me 
locus  from  ms  pom  on.  «  ensuring  commands  are  inascrmlnawy  handing 
ALL  cases  of  sexual  misconduct  correctly  Roga-dcss  of  me  genders  of  me 
peope  nvovea.  me  rules  are  very  clear  on  now  to  handle  conduct  Being 


it  ot  17 


Nov  7.  2012  1 1  49  AM 

NOV  7,  20121128  AM 
NOV  7,  2012  tO  54  AM 

NOV  7,  2012  10  50  AM 

NOV  7,  201210  42  AM 
NOV  7,  2012  9:01  AM 

NOV  7,  2012  8.39  AM 

NOV  7.  2012  8:27  AM 

NOV  7.  2012  8.19  AM 

Nov  7.  2012  8  19  AM 


149 


Page  2.  01 .  Please  teal  tree  to  share  any  comments  below. 


heterosexual  or  homosexual  should  have  no  bearing  on  how  these  cases  of 
misconduct  are  handed  This  ts  Just  pan  ot  the  learning  process  mou^,  and  so 
tar.  ivc  been  p eased  with  now  the  services  have  handed  the  DADT  repea . 

64  I  quasi  on  ino  validy  ot  this  survey  as  questions  2-47  odnl  nctudo  a  neural 
ground,  i  personally  doot  care  t  there  are  gays  O'  osoians  serving  in  the 
military.  I  just  doot  want  to  know  about  It  it  s  no  ones  Dusmess,  and  mat 
ntormaton  s  not  needed  to  perform  the  rmssion  Now.  gays  and  ostnans  are 
more  ooen  about  tier  sexuality  in  me  working  env  ronment  which,  in  my  oplnon. 
can  afioct  me  mission. 

65  The-e  needs  to  be  a  'Dorn  Know'  category  There  wem  several  answers  mat  t 
just  nad  to  put  something  down  whether  I  understood  me  question  or  not.  One 
cxampw  is  how  OAOT  has  effected  'o-enitstment.  retention,  and  evon  morale 
That  s  very  d  iff  cult  lor  someone  to  know  1  they  doot  have  the  tacts  I  pul  "no 
effect'  because  I  don't  know. 

66  Only  success  stones  concerning  mo  'coca  ot  OAOT  Ml  be  high  gntod. 

Negative  effects  and  problems  will  be  swept  under  the  rug  by  our  coders  So  it 
many  doesnt  matter  what  happens 

67  Tnis  survey  needs  a  lot  more  "Dont  know'  and  'Dent  care"  answers,  t  have 
very  lew  strong  opinion*  about  tne  ssue  or  homosexuality,  it  s  iust  not  an 
important  issue  to  mo.  i  m<  say  that  manage  s  a  religious  custom  so 
homosexuals  shouldn't  nave  some  strong  dos>-o  to  adopt  such  a  practce  I  find 
t  nto'ostmg  that  they  want  to  adopt  a  custom  borne  out  at  organizations  that 
generally  frown  upon  homosexuality  However,  ot  them  have  their  cvi  unions 
and  all  me  sega  bonet  ts  thereof 

66  I  dom  care  about  a  porsons  sox  jo  preference  Vy  opinion  of  them  «  almost 
always  based  on  their  performance  ot  their  dutes 

69  Good  Luck  on  mo  thesis  Tins  «  a  great  tope  u  discuss, 

70  l  understand  the  way  the  questons  were  asxoa,  but  I  trunk  some  or  me  answers 
should  nave  mcrudod  turner  explanation  yos.  no  or  strong  yes.  no  isn't 
reany  an  good  answser  lor  an  questions 

71  I  bo-  ovc  mat  man-ego  has  become  entangled  between  the  Logai  (State) 

del  muon  and  the  Parochial  (Church;  del  ntorv  The  state  snoud  not  asenmmate 
when  It  comes  to  a  manor  or  the  extension  ot  rgnts  and  pnvledges  enjoyed  by 
momod  porsons  The  church  cannot  be  forced  to  vow  mamago  as  anythng  but 
a  man  and  woman  comng  together  and  rrvaxng  a  pub  c  p-ocamaton  ot  meir 
commitment  to  each  other  and  do  ng  bound  together  by  God.  They  are  sepa'ato 

SSU09. 

72  Manage  is  dot  nod  Dy  me  Bible  as  a  union  between  a  man  and  a  woman  The 
oonst  i o n  says  congress  s  to  mane  no  law  concerning  an  establishment  ol 
'e  gon.  so  what  business  does  the  mi'tary  nave  being  the  tip  ot  me  spea-  in 
cnanging  the  del  niton'' 

73  it  divorce,  lormcaton.  pmsttution.  adutory  and  pornography  am  proven  to  be 
bad  lor  unit  cohesion  and  bad  tor  "good  order  and  disc  pi  ne...'.  then  now  can 
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open  immorality  somorww  prove  to  be  no  txg  (Malt  tne  -ora  ty  p-oco  « 
completely  ignored  and  thus  evorytnlng  oso  means  very  wc  There  should  Co 
no  preterem  ai  treatment  in  ether  case,  but  we  win  soon  be  celebrating  "gay 
prde  month'  on  the  mess  decks  and  it  wu  i  sow  y  degrado  the  morals  ol  our 
sol  era  a  utte  bt  at  a  time.  And  only  a  tew  yoa*s  ago.  e  gay  sailor  couW  sail  do 
ms  or  her  job  perfectly  t  no  with  all  the  protections  they  could  ever  want  In  the 
DADT  policy,  but  now.  we  can  no  longer  be  truly  lair,  unbiased,  or  just  win  our 
doamgs  because  addod  to  competency,  sk  i  and  taiiont  are  sexual  orontation 
ma-ta  states,  and  oventuaiy  gender 

74  I  am  a  gay  Nava  Orticor  so  when  s  was  announced  that  DADT  would  be 
mpoaiod.  that  was  one  ot  tne  best  moments  ot  my  Me,  i  was  ma  y  able  to  stop 
ying  about  my  Me  to  serve  tne  country  that  I  love  The  day  that  it  actually  was 
repoalod.  20  SCP  201 1 .  my  ship  was  on  deployment,  Now  ng  oufageous 
napponed.  Sailors  Od  not  protest  were  was  not  a  huge  'com  ng  out '  Our  00 
made  a  i  MC  announcement  about  1 2  days  ate-  and  made  a  note  about  now 
notn.ng  was  roacy  dflo'ont 

75  I  havent  seen  any  negative  effects  horn  repea  ot  DADT,  and  I  ttww  me  Navy  s 
mildy  paranoid  war  there  will  be  negative  ottects.  Most  Sailors  in  my  unit  wore 
more  concerned  with  more  mpoManl  issues,  such  as  deployment  time  and 
Perform  To  Serve  than  DADT. 

76  A  coupe  ot  things  I  noticed  i  wasnt  sure  what  a  tow  questions  wore  asking, 
such  as  'Civilian  homosexuals  are  ol  no  consequence  to  me'.  01  course  they 
are  ot  consequence  to  me.  since  some  ot  my  cose  tnonds/tamiiy  member*  are 
gay  Bui  they  are  not  ot  NEGATIVE  ooosoquenco  to  mo  Not  suns  wnal  the 
question  was  looking  tor.  A  so.  "Be  ng  gay  or  lesbian  s  key  a  geneteor 
biological  trail"  s  a  bit  mislead**}.  Genet c'  Implies  that  rs  passed  on  from 
gono'aton  to  generation,  but  "bcloqcar  implies  Wat  it  is  inherent  m  a  porson, 
wo-ugn  not  necessan  y  passed  down  from  wc  parents  The  two  real  y  cant  be 
grouped  together,  Glad  you  guys  are  looking  at  this  issue! 

77  phiosophica  (non-reiigdus)  views  against  oondomng  nomosexuai  itestyes  n 
accordance  with  natural  law  is  now  not  tolerated  in  spite  ot  me  tact  there  a  no 
conous  vo  selenitic  data  idem  tying  a  gay  gone'  that  proves  beyond  doubt  that 
nomosexuai  Ty  a  a  genetic,  non  changeabe  condton  versus  a  conditioned 
oenavior  encouraged  by  exposure  to  societal  influences  i  wink  n  s  possible 
wore  may  be  a  slight  geneec  deposition  but  there  s  no  proof  Just  like  an 
alcoholic  may  have  genetic  predsposton.  doosnt  mean  we  snoud  conoono 
ncorroa  Donavtor'  at  east  sc  ousts  nave  found  a  gene  tor  asconolismrj  But  I 
am  now  prenbited  from  even  expressing  an  mtetiectua  vewpont  at  ns*  ot  be  ng 
abcod  a  homopnooc  because  I  nave  a  rcasonod  disagreement  Tins  nas 
napponed  NUMEROUS  times  to  me  at  my  command  since  the  rope  a  i  am  now 
we  one  torced  to  be  in  we  cosot  because  ot  my  pn  losopmca:.  rrxya  and 

rat gous  be  cts  -i  joined  we  m  iitary  and  toll  mat  tne  ngn  moral  code 
standards  matched  what  I  strved  tor  In  my  own  me  My  personal  morals  now 
dtte'  sgnificancy  w  w  tnat  of  the  military  organisation  I  know  ol  two  officers 
who  retired  eaner  wan  planned  (rgnt  at  20  yrs)  because  ot  tr*s  poky  'opeai 
and  the  reigous  discrim  naton  wey  experienced.  I  would  'et'e  now  4 1  was 
ei  gibic.  but  i  refuse  to  oe  run  out  from  my  own  career  tnat  I  wo'kod  so  hard  tor 
•i  have  witnessed  sevcai  unwanted  homosexual  advances  within  my  uni 
between  owe'  members  You  cant  say  anything  aga  nst  it  at  nsk  of  be  ng 
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abend  homophobe'.  - 1  a  so  noticed  an  increase  of  intolerance  towa-ds  poop  o 
with  strong  ’algous  views  (people  who  are  TOLERANT  to  homosexuals  but  .ust 
dom  CONDONE  homosexual  Donavo7  These  poop*  at  my  command  a-o  now 
withdrawn  and  a-o  somewhat  shunned  now  mat  there  are  tour  very  lamboyant 
out  men  at  the  command  n  a  sma  r.  rod  wontconter  -I  believe  humane  are 
me  ecGaiiy  superor  10  animals  that  is  why  we  dom  succumb  to  base  anma 
-i st  nets  and  justly  bad  oenavior  as  urges  mat  can  be  tound  in  artmats"  Just 
because  anma  s  may  a  sp  ay  anomalous  nomosexua  do  have-  doosm  mean 
numans  should  Owor  themselves  to  that  standard'  -marriage  s  an  nstituton 
mat  «  beneficial  tc  me  state  hence  state  reguates  t  and  grants  n  it  s  not  a 
nght"  I  cam  marry  any  being  i  choose  because  ot  love'. .  I  can  not  marry  my 
so  ng,  t  can  not  marry  my  cousin  I  cam  marry  my  dog.  I  can!  marry  my  parent 
i  cam  marry  two  poop*  ot  tno  opposite  sex  at  me  same  t  me  Because  cMd’cn 
Irom  such  unons  would  on  y  be  a  burden  to  the  state  The  purpose  ot  marriage 
s  lo  provide  the  most  stable  txmofoai  enwonmont  10  ‘produce’  cnikjron  and 
future  generations  to  p'cpagate  the  state  c*  stance  The  state  doesn't  regulate 
no  itsttuiion  ot  marriage  because  f  is  a  r-gnt  to  Ovo  whomever  you  too  ike 
t/amage  is  a  pnvnogod  nsMuton  nai  booeiits  me  stability  and  healthy  natural 
propagation  ot  society  on  txmai  ot  me  state  s  nte’ests  Gay  mamage  is  not 
capable  ot  meeting  mis  detention.  Every  child  deserves  a  mother  and  a  lather 
Gay  couptos  can  not  concern)  new  life  n  any  way  shape  or  form  wtrvn  nature 
- 1  know  lets  very  margnaiiiod  and  discnm  nateo  against  Because  ot  my 
re  gous  be  els  mat  i  cant  even  express.  Last  time  I  chocked.  Freedom  ot 
•e  gon  was  m  me  oonstituton  yet  I  am  discnmnatod  ago  net  because  1  is  now 
no  socaiiy  n  vogue  thng  to  do  •  In  no  way  snape  or  lorni « ths  compa-atue 
to  the  evil  rights  movement  and  the  rac-al  integral  on  ot  the  mnary  Period. 

Gays  can  set  up  was  and  trust  guaranteeing  finance i  security  for  moir  partners 
Gays  can  have  any  job  they  want.  An  merraoa  couple  can  oonceve  a  child,  a 
gay  couple  can  not  Tnanx  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  my  vows 
Contrary  to  the  BS  mat  was  advert  sod  prior  to  the  ropea'  n  the  mod'*,  no  one  in 
Congress  or  in  senor  cadorshp  gave  any  oonsde-aton  to  opuons  ot  poo  pm 
who  would  be  npactod  by  Ihs  po  cy-  they  just  ram-rodded  ns  tr  pc  nrough 
the  system 


78  I  be  ovc  34  s  not  property  worded  .1  srongy  disagreed  s  ncc  I  have  always  Nov  6. 20t2  8.it  PM 

boon  tolerant  ot  gays  I  am  surp’  sod  you  did  not  break  up  toerance  ot  gays 

vsiesbens  Good  uckwim  you  mess 

79  Some  ol  your  quosbons dom  make  sense  and  appear  biased  Nov  6. 20128:11  PM 

80  Just  ike  raesm.  the  mi  nary  has  oo  the  way  tor  eq*a  ity  in  the  U.S  -  LGBT  is  just  Nov  6. 2012  8:08  PM 

another  form  ot  racism.  Let's  demonstrate  to  the  world  that  it  doe  s  not  matte' 

you’  sexua  onentaten 

8f  The  biggest  probiem  I  see  is  the  trado  on  between  heterosexual  nghts  and  Nov  6. 2012  8.02  PM 

homosexual  rgnts  n  regards  to  berthing.  Tnero  a-e  sailors  who  aro  adamant 
about  not  wanting  to  nave  lo  share  ner  berthing  vnth  homosexuals  for  whatever 
■oasen  (rolgous,  personal  etc;  However  with  me  repeal  these  same  saiors 
now  have  to  suck  it  up  or  get  out  ot  the  navy  it  almost  seems  ike  reverse 
discrimination.  Also  in  regards  to  berth ng  s  the  issues  win  tne  snowe'  taciltes 
There  is  a  cnance  mat  good  Older  and  dscpnnewi  breakdown.  The  main 
•eason  is  that  many  hoterosoxuais  may  too*  uncomfortable  sharing  these 
taciltes  and  cnang  ng  n  front  ot  homosexuals  Asnough  rules  arc  in  place,  tghts 
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may  break  out  anWor  Increase  disrespect  may  become  pmvaent.  Also,  me 
•ovorse  discern  naton  oont  nues  here  tn  my  opinion  it  s  unfar  that  homosexuals 
are  a  towed  to  snower  with  me  gender  nat  they  am  ar- acted  to.  On  no  one- 
hand  a  netemsexuai  can  not  even  be  in  the  same  stateroom  atone  win  the  oner 
gender  Again  mat  seems  to  me  like  a  nttte  nypoertea  F  na  y  $  mo  poss  bi  ity 
nat  allowing  in  more  homosexuals  may  ncreaso  no  chance  ot  having 
reiatonsnlp  formed  withn  no  berth  ng  espeoaiy  on  dopoymem  Atnougn 
tortwtden  even  tor  hotomsexuaf  partners  n  s  leads  back  to  a  brook  down  ol 
good  order  and  discipline  with  all  that  Deng  sad.  I  be  icve  that  w  tun  me 
workplace  homosexuals  wi  be  a  great  ■addition’  (many  already  are  mere  and 
so  rung ;  They  should  bo  me  uded  n  an  facets  ol  the  cnam  or  command  and 
have  no  restnetons  on  job.  I  bci  ovc  in  identllying  no  cna-acicr  and 
pertormance  ol  an  hdhnduai  to  dor  no  mem,  not  wmo  ney  are  attracted  to  or 
what  they  do  on  their  olt  time. 

62  questions  I  did  not  answer  were  e  ther  offense  to  me  or  Out  sde  ot  any 
ntorrnaton  i  had  to  answer  to  my  satisfaction 

63  R  is  unlolunate  to  know  that  In  today's  military  a  sma1  minorsy  ol  noviduals  can 
change  a  policy  tor  me  entire  DOD  We  am  lighting  a  wa-  and  we  sntt  to  a 
heavy  locus  ot  Pacific  rnoater  opemtons  in  the  near  future  Why  me  entire 
military  s  continuously  mm  nded  of  a  poncy  that  a  sma)  group  of  people 
disagreed  win  is  beyond  me.  ire  not  about  sexual  preference,  t  is  about  good 
ordc'  and  dscipine  If  a  gay  service  memter  joined  me  nviltary  under  DAOT 
and  men  deeded  that  ney  o«JnT  like  tne  policy  that  shou-o  be  the'  problem  To 
stay  in  me  military  and  locus  on  what  may  wore  tra  nod  to  do,  or  vote  with  thor 
toot  and  got  out  because  they  dont  agroe  with  tho  policy  instead  ney  made  « 
everyone  cise's  probem.  Add  tonally  a  a  xnowngy  gay  servee  member  joined 
under  dadt.  they  cd  about  sexua  preterence  on  me  appiicaton .  unit  no 
appi  canon  was  changed  not  to  incfudo  sexual  preference  An  addition  to  your 
tncs  s  snouO  be  to  t  no  out  tho  percentage  ot  peooto  who  ted  on  their 

appi canon  about  sexua  preference  dunng  DAOT. 

64  I  foef  like  tne  questons  m  pvs  survey  were  very  negatvely  wondod  There  is  in 
tact  a  gay  community  at  NPS  and  i  minx  it  is  important  to  maiize  mat  we  am 
nerc  Above  ail  the  biggest  posnve  impact  ol  mo  repeal  at  DADT  is  me  tact  mat 
we  can  locus  on  ou*  jobs  and  our  own  personal  successes  wtnout  tne  threat  ot 
os  ng  our  jobs  simply  based  on  who  we  ove  in  our  pe-sonai 1  ves.  FO'  me 
perscnaiy  me  repo  a  has  greatly  increased  my  desire  to  stay  n  and  continue  to 
pertonh  wo--  at  everythng  nat  i  do  I  have  seen  absoutcy  no  nogatve  impact 
imm  the  repeal  ony  positive  m  ngs. 

85  I  have  no  ssuos  wan  a  gay  or  lesban  person,  i  do  boi  eve  nat  it  a  choice  that  a 
person  maxes.  I  nave  no  ss.e  w  tn  a  gay  or  estxan  pc'son  navng  equal  rgnts 
n  marriage,  they  should  be  allowed  to  many  someone  ot  me  opposite  sex.  just 
as  a  hotcrosoxuai  person  can.  Homosexuas  snouid  not  be  a  towed  to  so-vc 
openly  n  the  m  itay  as  t  ends  to  conanued  tow  morals  and  tamiy  values  Our 
country  j  in  enougn  iro.b  e  wnout  rum  ng  our  mu  lary s  unit  cohesion  and  hgn 
character 

66  The  *1  mason  DADT  needed  to  be  repeaed  s  nat  it  encouragoo  dishonesty 
counter  to  Navy  Core  Values  Tho  sodomy  aws  wtnm  tho  UCMJ  are  outdated 
and  were  never  applied  in  an  equal  tasmon  between  homosexual  and 
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heterosexual  service  members.  DoO  snoud  stay  out  at  the  bedroom  end  tocos 
on  the  mss  on 

87  My  bggest  concern  with  the  repeal  of  UADI  is  the  perceived  ac<  ot  concern  lor 
heterosexual  concerns  My  pro r  assignment  was  onboard  a  CVN  where  t  was 
a-octiy  response  s  lor  the  supervision  ot  orticer  betting  assignments  (inrougn  a 
diV'Son  ottcer).  Faow  ng  the  repeal  ol  DADT  soverai  ot  our  oncers  -ovea  oa 
tnoy  were  openly  homosexual  The  some  ol  the  exist  ng  stateroom  mates  ol 
nose  ortice-s  expressed  tneir  dsoomiot  weft  Ming  with  these  nomosexua 
oncers.  Based  on  me  trailing  -eceived  prior  to  DAOT I  was  tod  I  coudnt  move 
no  oncers  win  concerns  I  quest onod  the  poicy  and  we  sought  car  fcaition 
Pom  the  next  higher  level.  Again  we  were  told  no  specai  treatment  lor 
homosexual  oncers  or  those  uncomtotabe  wtn  iv.ng  with  homosexual  oncers. 
My  ssue  wWi  Navy  poicy  poet  DAOT  stems  from  the  apparent  contradcton  ot 
Navy  paces  n  is  accepted  that  I  should  not  pul  a  mac  and  a  female  n  me 
same  stateroom  or  allow  them  to  use  the  same  head  Mow  come  t  is  acceptable 
lor  a  homosexual  and  netorosexua  to  share  a  stateroom  or  head'1  A-o  me 
concerns  about  mac  and  toma  c  interaction  not  the  same  as  concerns  about 
homosexual  and  heterosexual  nte'acton1  I'd  eve  to  talk  more  about  this  and 
will  contact  me  survey  ongnators  about  participating  in  a  locus  group. 

68  Found  my  set  looking  la  the  neutral  choice  but  lound  nothing  frequency. 

69  The  tact  that  this  survey  s  being  conducted,  wtn  no  obvious  b  as  listed  in  the 
Ongna  questions,  no  cates  the  tad  ure  ot  our  DADT  poicy  The  miltary  snoud 
oad  mo  way.  Provde  equal  rights  to  an  ol  ns  members  and  tneir  ram: .os. 
support  mamage  ta  all  ol  meir  sonree  members  As  me  protectors  ot  the 
Constitution  and  the  American  Way  ot  Me,  we  need  to  cad  change  when  t  is 
needed  not  be  toa'tui  o I  recrut  ng  woes 

90  ose-Actuaiy  a  CW04 

91  This  survey  s  horribly  written 

92  *34  seems  a  bit  ambguous  My  fool  ngs  navent  changed  si  nee  me  repeal  ot 
DAOT,  me  answers  make  it  socm  i  *o  t  had  a  negative  effect 

93  Bottom  me  s  «e  most  terms  ol  discrimination  onry  a  tew  people  care  it 
someone  is  homosexual,  but  that  tew  can  bo  a  pan  I  don't  think  nomosexua  s 
should  be  mamed  because  t  trunk  that  >s  a  reigous  sacremom  I  do  beieve  a 
ditfc-ont  covenent  could  be  nvenied  that  woud  provide  Simla'  Dene  its,  j.st 
please  can  i  something  ditlerent  (egairram?  that's  mamage  spelled  backwards) 

94  The  Navy,  and  country  as  a  whole,  nave  muen  more  pressing  concerns  man 
what  somoono  else  s  sexual  orientation  s 

95  The  sexual  onematen  of  peope  in  me  mn  tary  s  tneir  own  private  business. 
Hopealmg  ol  DAOT  was  merely  a  pol  tcal  doc  s  on 

96  A  lot  ot  people  also  nave  concoms  w  in  me  timing  ot  me  tra  nmg  and  'epeal  ot 
DAOT  Thom  was  tno  perception  that  the  DoD  made  too  tug  ol  a  dea  ot  DADTs 
•opcal  ana  t  took  some  locus  away  from  nvsson  essentia  tasking  I  woukt  navo 
ked  to  see  a  couple  questions  about  me  timing  and  mission  mpact  ol  ts 
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mpcmcntation 

Awesome  study  Itn  nte'csica  tc  soo  mat  w  come  ot  me  results.. 


17  01  17 


NOV  6,  2012  5  49  PM 


155 


THIS  PAGE  INTENTIONALLY  LEFT  BLANK 


156 


LIST  OF  REFERENCES 


Allport,  G.  W.  (1954).  The  nature  of  prejudice.  Cambridge,  MA:  Addison-Wesley. 

Belkin,  A.  (2013)  The  politics  of  paranoia.  Journal  of  Homosexuality,  60(2-3), 
214-218. 

Belkin,  A.,  Ender,  M.,  Frank,  N.,  Furia,  S.,  Lucas,  G.  R.,  Packard,  Jr.  G.,  Schultz, 
T.  S.,  ...  Segal,  D.  R.  (2012).  One  year  out:  An  assessment  of  DADT 
repeal’s  impact  on  military  readiness.  Los  Angeles,  CA:  The  Palm  Center. 

Bickneli,  J.  W.  (2000).  Study  of  Naval  officers’  attitudes  toward  homosexuals  in 
the  military  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA. 

Cleveland,  F.  &  Ohl,  M.  (1994).  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” policy  analysis  and 

interpretation  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey, 

CA. 

Department  of  Defense.  (201 0).  Report  of  the  comprehensive  review  of  the 
issues  associated  with  a  repeal  of  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell.”  Washington, 

DC. 

Feaver,  P.D.  &  Kohn,  R.H.  (Eds.).  (2001).  Soldiers  and  civilians:  The  civil-military 
gap  and  national  security.  Cambridge,  MA:  Belfar  Center  for  Science  and 
International  Affairs. 

Ferguson,  L,  III  (201 1 ).  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers’  attitudes  toward  the 
“Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” policy  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate 
School,  Monterey,  CA. 

Military  chiefs  cast  doubt  on  repealing  ‘don’t  ask,  don’t  tell.’  (2010,  December 
03).  FoxNews.com.  Retrieved  from  http://www.foxnews.com/politics 
/201 0/1 2/03/service-chiefs-cast-doubt-gay-service/ 

Friery,  M.  R.  (1997).  Trend  in  Navy  officer  attitudes  towards  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t 
Tell” policy  (Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA. 

Gallup.  (2010,  May  10).  In  U.S.,  broad,  steady  support  for  openly  gay  service 
members.  Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll 
/1 27904/broad-steady-support-openly-gay-servicemembers.aspx 

Gallup  (2012,  May  8).  Half  of  Americans  support  legal  gay  marriage.  Gallup 

Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll/154529/Half-Americans- 
Support-Legal-Gay-Marriage.aspx 


157 


Gallup  (2012,  May  14).  U.S.  acceptance  of  gay/lesbian  relations  is  the  new 
normal.  Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll 
/1 54634/Acceptance-Gay-Lesbian-Relations-New-Normal.aspx 

Gallup  (201 2,  December  1 7).  Americans  favor  rights  for  gays,  lesbians  to  inherit, 
adopt.  Gallup  Polls.  Retrieved  from  http://www.gallup.com/poll 
/1 59272/americans-favor-rights-gays-lesbians-inherit-adopt.aspx 

Gallup,  (n.d.).  Gallup  corporate  history.  Retrieved  from 

http  ://www.  gal  lu  p .  co  m/co  rpo  rate/1 357/Co  rpo  rate-H  isto  ry.  aspx 

Garcia,  A.  E.  (2009).  Naval  officer  attitudes  toward  the  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell” 
policy  { Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA. 

Gerbner,  G.,  Gross,  L.,  Morgan,  M,  &  Signorielli,  N.  (1980).  The  “mainstreaming” 
of  america:  Violence  profile  no.1 1 .  Journal  of  Communication,  30{ 3),  1 0- 
29. 

Government  Printing  Office  (GPO).  (2010).  10  U.S.C.  §  654.  Retrieved  from 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-201 0-titlel  O/pdf/USCODE-201 0- 
title10-subtitleA-partll-chap37-sec654.pdf 

Hechtkopf,  K.  (201 0,  February  1 1 ).  Support  for  gays  in  the  military  depends  on 
the  question.  Retrieved  from  http://www.cbsnews.com/8301- 
503544_1 62-61 98284-503544/support-for-gays-in-the-military-depends- 
on-the-question/ 

Horn,  B.  &  Walker,  R.  W.  (2008).  The  military  leadership  handbook.  Kingston, 
ONT:  Canadian  Defence  Academy  Press. 

Miller,  K.  (2005)  Communications  theories:  Perspectives,  processes,  and 
contexts.  New  York,  NY:  McGraw-Hill 

National  Defense  Research  Institute.  (1993).  Sexual  orientation  and  U.S.  military 
personnel  policy.  Santa  Monica:  RAND  Corporation. 

National  Defense  Research  Institute.  (2010).  Sexual  orientation  and  U.S.  military 
personnel  policy  (update  to  1993  study).  Santa  Monica:  RAND 
Corporation. 

Netzley,  S.  (2010)  Visibility  that  demystifies  gays,  gender,  and  sex  on  television. 
The  Journal  of  Homosexuality,  57(8),  968-986. 


158 


Neumeister,  L.  (2012,  October  18).  DOMA  ruled  unconstitutional  by  federal 
Appeals  court  in  New  York.  Huffington  Post.  Retrieved  from 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/201 2/1 0/1 8/doma-defense-of-marriage- 
act_n_1980197.html 

Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Personnel  and 

Readiness)(OUSD[PR]).  (2011).  Population  representation  in  the  military 
services.  Retrieved  from  http://prhome.defense.gov/RFM/MPP/ 
ACCESSION%20POLICY/PopRep201 1 /index. html 

Rea,  T.  M.  (1997).  Unit  cohesion  and  the  military’s  “Don’t  Ask,  Don’t  Tell”  policy 
(Master’s  thesis).  Naval  Postgraduate  School,  Monterey,  CA. 

Ryznar,  M.  (2013,  February  20).  The  Prop  8  and  DOMA  cases  before  the 
Supreme  Court.  Huffington  Post.  Retrieved  from 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/margaret-ryznar/gay-marriage-supreme- 
court_b_2721009.html 

Sparta,  C.  (2002,  March  11).  Emergence  from  the  closet.  USA  Today.  Retrieved 
from  http://www.usatoday30.usatoday.eom/life/television/2002/2002-03- 
1 1  -coming-out-timeline.htm 

Thompson,  M.  (2007,  March  13).  Reexamining  “don’t  ask,  don’t  tell.”  TIME. 
Retrieved  from  http://www.time.com/time/nation/ 
article/0,8599, 1598653, 00. html 


159 


THIS  PAGE  INTENTIONALLY  LEFT  BLANK 


160 


INITIAL  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


1 .  Defense  Technical  Information  Center 
Ft.  Belvoir,  VA 

2.  Dudley  Knox  Library 
Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Monterey,  CA 

3.  Professor  Mark  J.  Eitelberg 
Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Monterey,  CA 

4.  Professor  Frank  J.  Barrett 
Naval  Postgraduate  School 
Monterey,  CA 

5.  Ryan  Appleman 
Seaside,  CA 

6.  Pete  McLaughlin 
Goose  Creek,  SC 


161 


